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Abstract 
Courtship used to have clear gender roles and was largely played out in a face to face 
environment, using either direct or indirect strategies. That changed with the rise of social 
and modern media as our default communication method. The prevalence of social and 
modern media has created a range of new ways to engage in courtship, a number of 
which take advantage of the wealth of personal information now available online. Passive 
indirect courtship initiation methods, and information gathering strategies, are becoming 
the new norm in social media courtship. Information gathering behaviours can range from 
benign, such as browsing a Facebook profile, to highly maladaptive and norm-violating, 
such as creating a fake profile to anonymously gather information.  
The current thesis presents two studies which sought to examine the role that social 
and modern media play in courtship initiation. A key component of both studies involved 
a re-examining of gender differences in courtship initiation methods, and whether the 
traditional distinction between direct and indirect courtship still holds true, given the 
largely indirect and passive nature of social media. The first study examined the extent to 
which people use social and modern media for the specific use of courtship initiation, 
their motivations behind such use, and the types of relationships that people may seek to 
form. Results from the first study suggested that indirect courtship was generally more 
popular than direct courtship, for both males and females. Facebook was the most 
commonly used social media platform, both in general, and for courtship initiation. 
Participants felt males were more likely to use social media to seek sex, and females to 
gather information. Participants were more comfortable ascribing higher motivations to 
others rather than themselves, and felt that other people would use social media due to the 
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ability to gather information, the ease of use, and the relative indirectness. Participants 
also felt that a potential date would judge their information gathering more negatively 
than the participant reported they would judge their date for the same behaviour. A 
general trend emerged from the first study where participants were more positive about 
social media courtship, and described greater use, when considering other people’s use, 
rather than their own. 
The second study focused on how people use information gathering behaviours, and 
the role that the inherent anonymity afforded to people online plays in fuelling these 
behaviours. Several individual difference variables were also examined in this study as 
potential predictors of information gathering. Results from the second study reinforced 
the increasing reliance on indirect courtship methods, as well as highlighting the 
important role that anonymity plays in social media courtship and information gathering – 
when this anonymity was removed, participants reported that they would adapt their 
behaviour by reducing information gathering, and increasing strategies to regain 
anonymity. Anxious attachment style predicted greater information gathering in daily life, 
and an increased importance placed on anonymity. Similarly, greater behavioural 
inhibition, self-esteem, lower primary psychopathy, and being female, all predicted an 
increased importance placed on anonymity in social media courtship.  
The data collated across both studies on the perceived acceptability of a range of 
possible courtship initiation behaviours, from both traditional and mundane, to highly 
maladaptive were examined using an exploratory factor analysis. This analysis indicated 
an underlying structure consisting of four different groups of modern courtship 
behaviours. These could be labelled as ‘indirect or social media’, ‘direct or traditional’, 
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obsessive’, and ‘threatening’, in order of decreasing acceptability. A general discussion 
follows the results, including current limitations and directions for future research. 
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Chapter One – Introduction and Literature Review 
Introduction 
Courtship is the essential and exciting early stage of any romantic relationship. It is 
the time when sparks fly, barriers are broken down, communication is established, and 
people begin to fall in love. Courtship research has traditionally focused on a gender 
difference in interpersonal approach tactics, with women favouring indirect approaches, 
and males favouring direct (Weerth & Kalma, 1995). However, the rise of online 
communication (particularly social media), and changes in our social communication and 
courtship norms, necessitates re-examination of these courtship behaviours. The way 
people are meeting and initiating relationships is evolving, and behaviours that were once 
taboo (such as passive information gathering) or tied to particular gender roles (such as 
indirect courtship initiation) are becoming more mainstream and more easily facilitated 
by social media. 
There are three relevant areas of existing research that lay a foundation for this new 
area of study. These are: 1) traditional courtship and attraction research; 2) sociological 
and communication research focused on social media usage; and 3) stalking research, 
including physical stalking, obsessive relational intrusion (ORI), and cyberstalking. 
However research has yet to address the use of stalking-type behaviours (such as 
information gathering), commonly accepted on social media, for the specific purpose of 
initiating a romantic relationship. 
Traditional Courtship and Attraction Research 
Previous courtship research has traditionally defined two broad courtship initiation 
strategies; specifically direct strategies, which involve directly communicating with a 
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romantic interest (e.g. asking them out on a date) and indirect strategies, which involve 
using other means to prompt a person of interest to initiate contact (e.g. signalling 
through non-verbal means such as eye contact, or body language; McCormick, 1979). 
The majority of courtship initiation research from the early 1960s to late 1990s relied 
on observational and self-report studies. These were viewed from a largely evolutionary 
approach, which focused on defining gender roles within the initial stages of courtship 
(e.g. Weerth & Kalma, 1995). The conclusion drawn was that females typically relied on 
indirect signalling or body language, such as moving closer to the other person, and males 
made the direct approach, such as engaging directly in conversation for the first time. 
When asked about their actual relationship history, men were more likely to report that 
they initiated their past relationships than women, and relied on direct methods (Clark, 
Shaver, & Abrahams, 1999). In summarising research from 1961 to 1985, Grammer 
(1989) found that while females engage in subconscious signalling, or even just locating 
themselves closer to a male, it is always the male who makes the first active approach.  
Although it may seem that relationships were always initiated directly by males, the 
reality was more complex. Both males and females viewed their respective preferred 
strategies as active courtship initiation – and, as result, both males and females tended to 
believe they made the first – albeit very different – move. Grammer (1989) noted that 
women consciously used indirect methods of prompting an approach by males, whereas 
males seem largely oblivious to what approach signals were attracting their attention, 
largely because of the subtlety or unconscious nature of the indirect signalling.  
From the 1990s onwards, research turned away from traditional male/female, 
verbal/non-verbal comparisons, looking instead at other demographic groups (e.g. 
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adolescents, gay and lesbian couples), other stages of courtship (e.g. initiation of sex), 
and other methods of courtship (e.g. text messaging). However, this research was still 
viewed through a largely traditional lens focusing on the distinction between direct and 
indirect strategies. 
Recent advances in communication – such as social media and the digitalisation of 
almost all common communication methods – as well as an inevitable evolution in the 
social norms around courtship, mean that a re-examining of gender roles in courtship 
initiation behaviours is needed, along with the traditional lens focusing on direct versus 
indirect strategies. Indirect courtship initiation methods no longer rely on physical and 
unconscious signalling behaviours – other less direct methods of promoting and 
facilitating romantic relationships exist, such as information gathering and monitoring 
(Cajigas, 2011). The general shift in preferred methods of communication towards a 
focus on digitally-mediated communication – particularly, the popularity of, and reliance 
on, social media – also means that most channels for courtship communication are 
inherently more indirect by nature. Therefore, there is considerable scope to investigate 
current courtship methods, how these have evolved from traditional methods, and 
whether traditional gender roles still hold true. 
The Rise in Social Media Use  
Social media and modern communication methods can take many forms. Some 
provide all encompassing communication portals (e.g. Facebook, Myspace, Twitter), 
whereas others use specific advents in technology to facilitate singular end goals (e.g. the 
GPS-based geo-locating functions on mobile phones allows location-based dating 
applications to flourish, such as Tinder and Grindr). Facebook is the most popular social 
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media platform, with 1.65 billion monthly users (as at March 31, 2016; Facebook 
Newsroom, 2016), and encompasses the most diverse range of communication methods 
and features (Pew Research Centre, 2015; see Appendix A for a description of all social 
media platforms referenced in this thesis). Therefore, most of this review will focus on 
social media as a whole, and Facebook specifically, and include other platforms where 
relevant.  
Research has identified several demographic variables as predictors of social media 
use. Younger people are more likely to be consumers of social media than are older 
people, especially in relation to the more involved functions of social media such as 
impression and reputation management and engaging in group discussions (McAndrew & 
Jeong, 2012). Young people are also overrepresented as users of social media within 
specific audiences – for example, being young and affluent predicts a higher reliance on 
Grindr for dating within homosexual men (Landovitz, Tseng, Weissman, Haymer, 
Mendenhall, Rogers, Veniegas, Gorbach, Reback, & Shoptaw, 2012). On average, 
teenagers now spend three hours per day on their smartphones using mobile applications 
for communication (Bentley, Church, Harrison, Lyons, & Rafalow, 2015). There are also 
gender differences in social media: females tend to use social media far more than males, 
have more online friends, and care more about how they are perceived online (McAndrew 
& Jeong, 2012). For males, one of the main predictors of social media use is relationship 
status; specifically, single males are more likely to use Facebook to view profiles of 
women than males in a relationship are (McAndrew & Jeong, 2012). Thus, social media 
use is most prevalent among young females compared to other demographic groups. 
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As with all methods of socialising and communication, social media has considerable 
sway over the emotions of its users. However, the exact nature of the effects of social 
media use is unclear. On the one hand, increased Facebook use, particularly increased 
self-disclosure and self-publication, has been found to reduce loneliness due to feeling 
more connected with others (Deters & Mehl, 2012). Moreover, being denied access to 
Facebook, or having others ignore one’s posts on Facebook, can lead to a decreased sense 
of belonging, control, and meaningful existence (Tobin, Vanman, Verreynne, & Saeri, 
2014). However, other research found that relying primarily on social media for 
communication has been correlated with lower life satisfaction, due to the limited nature 
of online communication, without visual interaction and non-verbal cues 
(Goodman-Deane, Mieczakowski, Johnson, Goldhaber, & Clarkson, 2016). This suggests 
that the use of social media may be a double-edged sword. 
In the past ten years, there has been a steady rise in the use and prevalence of social 
media, which has altered the dynamics of how people interact and communicate (e.g. 
Reich, Subrahmanyam & Espinoza, 2012). However, although social media 
communication continues to rise, researchers have found that the primary increase has 
been in passive contact and communication. For example, Pempek, Yermolayeva, and 
Calvert (2009) found that the majority of time people spend on Facebook consists of 
reading content posted by others, rather than posting anything of their own. This suggests 
that true interactions involving exchange of ideas is being outshone by the capacity of 
social media to offer information about others, free for passive consumption, without the 
need to reciprocate with any information of one’s own. These unique characteristics of 
social media have the capacity to transform the ways in which people form and maintain 
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relationships, particularly in light of the balance between self-disclosure, privacy, and 
anonymity. 
The Role of Information Disclosure, Privacy and Anonymity 
With an increased use of social media comes an increased spotlight on privacy and 
anonymity online, especially given the facilitation of passive consumption of 
self-disclosed information on social media. There is now an expectation that any piece of 
self-disclosed information is freely available to anybody who can effectively wield a 
search engine or a social media platform. Moreover, this information gathering can be done 
anonymously. People willingly provide information online which would otherwise be 
impossible to ascertain, and freely self-disclose on social media. As a result, the collection 
and use of Big Data – the ever expanding amount of digital personal information collected, 
stored, analysed, and used by every kind of organisation – is becoming normal in all facets 
of life from advertising through to medicine and government (Cukier & 
Mayer-Schoenberger, 2013).  
Rader (2014) noted an interesting balance within privacy concerns online. An 
awareness that websites (Facebook and Google in this case) can automatically gather 
factual browsing data (e.g. websites visited, search terms, date and time of visit) predicted 
concern about online privacy. However, awareness that websites can use this personal 
information and browsing data (e.g. storing all your personal information and using it to 
compile a behavioural and preference profile to serve more targeted advertisements) 
predicted a higher concern about online privacy. Soffer and Cohen (2015) surveyed a 
large number (n = 1428) of adolescents aged 16 to 18, and found that while they were 
very aware of the importance of online privacy, they were willing to trade their privacy 
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for certain benefits, such as being part of social media, which they recognised 
necessitated a certain amount of self-disclosure and lowering of privacy expectations. 
Similarly Kang and Shin (2016) found that higher users of technology protected their 
privacy more, unless they trusted the website or application they were interacting with – 
in which case they relaxed their privacy protection behaviours. This suggests that privacy 
concerns about online behaviour is a complex concept based around knowledge of rapidly 
evolving online and social media information accessibility standards and practices, and 
that even with an understanding of how websites and social media gather personal 
information, many accept this is part of participating in modern communication. 
The one area where the balance retaining control and accepting a loss in privacy is 
most evident is on social media, where people take pride in publicising information that 
used to be closely held, and releasing it, at minimum, to their connections – if not the 
wider world. The majority of Facebook users may not personally know any more than 
half of their Facebook friends (Abro, Zhenfang, Chhachhar & Gillani, 2014) – they may 
be people they have met online, friends of friends, or simply reflect an attempt to increase 
one’s number of social media connections and social capital. Given that social media is 
based on self-disclosure and providing others with an insight into a person’s life, the 
availability of personal information on social media can pose significant privacy and 
security issues if people other than friends and those for whom the information was 
intended can view it. Social media users report being more concerned about the 
information they post on social media being accessed by close authority figures (parents, 
bosses, etc.) rather than advertisers, or distant relations (friends of friends, strangers, etc; 
Jeong & Coyle, 2014). Worryingly, any concern people have about social media privacy 
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had no effect on actual social media use – indeed in some cases, it correlated with higher 
social media use (Jeong & Coyle, 2014).  
Irrespective of whether concerns about social media privacy relate to lower or higher 
levels of social media use, one thing is clear: with social media built on the idea of 
self-disclosure, there is more freely available information about potential partners than ever 
before. One of the primary reported interpersonal uses of social media is to gather 
information about someone else (Doodson, Gavin, & Joiner, 2013) – made possible by 
inconsistent privacy awareness and the inherent anonymity of passive social media 
browsing. Exploring the role that information gathering plays in social media courtship 
initiation was one of the aims of this thesis. 
Social Media in Courtship Initiation 
While communication methods have clearly evolved over the last decade, so have the 
way they impact relationships. The majority of the research on romantic relationships to 
date was conducted prior to the rise of social media. However, research has shown that 
social media plays a role in current relationship maintenance, and ex-partner relationship 
management. While Facebook may help formalise a relationship through a 
Facebook-official relationship status (Fox, Warber, Makstaller, 2013), it can also cause 
jealousy and lack of trust in existing relationships, and lead to dissolution of relationships 
and significant post-relationship partner monitoring (Fox & Tokunaga, 2015). Increased 
Twitter (Clayton, 2014) and Facebook (Muise, Christofides, Desmarais, 2009) use have 
both been shown to lead to increased Twitter or Facebook-instigated conflict and jealousy 
between current romantic partners, and subsequently to negative relationship outcomes. 
Similarly, the anonymity of Facebook facilitates ex-partner monitoring after a breakup 
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(Tong, 2013), and this continued monitoring of an ex-partner on Facebook, or even 
simply remaining Facebook friends with the ex-partner, reduces post-breakup recovery, 
even more so than engaging in the same behaviours offline (e.g. remaining offline friends 
with an ex-partner; Marshall, 2012). 
Although there is a well-researched relationship between current and ex-partner 
relationship outcomes and the use of social media in that relationship, there is relatively 
little research on how social media is changing the way relationships are initiated, with 
almost all that research focused on the stages after initial contact (e.g. Fox, Osborn, & 
Warber, 2013). This is surprising given that the advent of the internet has opened up 
exciting new opportunities for romantic connection, allowing people the opportunity to 
meet, befriend, and romance people all over the globe – an opportunity that would have 
been unheard of in previous generations. Almost no research exists on how social media is 
facilitating ‘breaking the ice’ and engaging a potential partner to the point of possible 
relationship escalation. However, a review of the existing literature suggests that there are 
a number of possible reasons why social media is facilitating modern courtship, and how 
its use is changing the courtship process. 
Passive and indirect communication. Social media allows individuals to contact a 
potential relationship target in a less confrontational manner than traditional ‘direct’ 
courtship initiation behaviours (e.g. asking someone out face-to-face). In a 2008 review 
before the rise of social media, Whitty (2008) suggested that loneliness and shyness were 
likely reasons for preferring to use online methods (e.g., email or chat forums) for 
courtship initiation, due to the relative indirectness and lower confrontational nature of 
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online communication. More recently, in looking specifically at Facebook, Fox et al., 
(2013) stated: 
"Facebook users can avoid the tension of having to directly express relational interest 
in the first meeting by asking for a phone number, which several participants 
described as "too forward." Rather, they can retreat to the nearest computer or smart 
phone and look the person up on Facebook. If they wish to pursue further contact, they 
can send an informal friend request to the target so that they can access each other’s 
profiles fully and open the lines of communication." (p. 778) 
They went on to describe the role Facebook plays in managing the escalation of a 
relationship. By removing direct face to face engagement, one participant describes that:  
“The communicating is a little bit more controlled. There’s not as much pressure. You 
can think out what you want to say, and they have time to respond.” (p. 778) 
In this way, relying on social media for courtship may allow those who may not feel 
comfortable in engaging in upfront direct courtship, or confident that they will make a 
positive first impression, to increase reciprocal liking over time. 
Information gathering. Social media also allows people access to a vast array of 
personal information about a relationship target that is publically available – information 
that, ten years ago, would only have been available by direct request. This includes a 
person's photos, relationship history, interests, and even current location (e.g. Twitter and 
Facebook now allow people to advertise on their profile where they are currently in real 
life via 'checking in'). It is therefore unsurprising that 52.2% of a sample of 1010 people 
aged 18-71, admitted to engaging in ‘information gathering’ behaviour on Facebook 
(Cajigas, 2011). When university students were asked to gather information via social 
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media about a particular person or group, 89% reported using a passive strategy (as 
opposed to directly contacting the person for information). Of these, by far the most 
popular information gathering methods were observing publicly posted messages and 
profile pictures (Doodson et al., 2013). 
Yang, Brown, and Braun (2013) outlined how university students use technology to 
form their romantic relationships. They describe a clear and understood sequence 
whereby initiation begins on Facebook, then progresses to instant message, texting, and 
possible meeting. (So accepted was this sequence that participants – particularly females 
– reported violating this sequence would be seen as socially unpleasant or aggressive.) 
Participants particularly liked initiating relationships on Facebook, because of the ability 
to gather information. As one participant Deacon reported: 
“Actually, my girlfriend checked my Facebook before we started dating and found out 
what I was like and everything, and that was how we got to know each other. So in that 
sense, Facebook actually kind of helped our relationship start.” (p. 9) 
In the study by Fox et al. (2013), participants stated that the ability to anonymously 
gather information was one of the benefits of using Facebook for interpersonal relationship 
development, along with avoiding rejection, more gradual communication progression, 
and less pressure over relationship initiation. When ready, participants could then use this 
information to engage in more successful and informed face-to-face interactions. In this 
way, information gathering and monitoring may be another indirect method to promote 
romantic relationships, in a move away from traditional indirect signalling behaviours. 
In many situations, passive observation of someone’s profile will tell you more about 
them than you could ascertain through many offline conversations. Ouytsel, Van Gool, 
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Walrave, Ponnet, and Peeters (2016) examined how adolescents aged 15 to 18 in Belgium 
used social media to initiate courtship and dating, as well as through the relationship 
lifecycle. For courtship, participants reported that information gathering played a key role, 
and that pictures and status updates were the most important sources of information when 
passively browsing a profile. To initiate contact, participants may ‘like’ a photo from 
several years ago, essentially disclosing the fact that they had been browsing the persons’ 
profile and photos enough to find long-lost photos.  
However information seeking can be context and goal specific. In a highly socially 
relevant and timely example, Corriero, Tong, and Sopory (2015) describe how users of 
homosexual dating application Grindr managed information gathering, in a ‘hook up’ 
culture and context where anonymity can be valued, but concerns about sexual health are 
common. They found that if casual sex was the goal, then participants were less likely to 
engage in information gathering. Conversely, if participants were worried about a potential 
partner’s health or the sincerity of the personal information they had disclosed, they were 
more likely to engage in information gathering. This suggests that context and goals play a 
key part in information, especially in social media-based interactions where relationship 
goals vary dramatically, and information is easily accessible. 
Impression management and social validation. Online courtship may also be 
popular due to the ability to manage and shape how one is presented and perceived. This 
practice started before social media (Cornwell & Lundgren, 2001), and took off through 
online dating (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006), where participants would attempt to craft 
an impression of their ideal self-image through their online profile. More recently, social 
media has made it much easier and more popular to engage in impression management. 
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Over half the people surveyed by the Pew Research Centre in 2013 reported deleting or 
editing a post, photo, or comment, for the specific purpose of reputation and impression 
management on social media (Pew Research Centre, 2013). 
Given social media is the vehicle for much of our modern communication and social 
interaction, using social media for courtship and relationship formation can also provide 
social validation. Fox and Warber (2013) outline two reasons why publically pronouncing 
a relationship on Facebook is important – social (e.g. social validation, or to publically 
claim their partner), and interpersonal (e.g. to express commitment and seriousness of the 
relationship). Female participants placed more importance than male participants on these 
actions, but the fact that they chose to use Facebook as the vehicle for their relationship’s 
social pronunciation speaks to the important role social media plays in modern 
relationships. 
Acceptability of Social Media Courtship 
Acceptability of Facebook behaviours at different stages of a romantic relationship 
was analysed by Fox and Anderegg (2014), who found that stage of a relationship (before 
face to face meeting, after face to face meeting, dating, and exclusively dating) affects 
what people deem as normal Facebook behaviour. Active and interactive strategies (e.g. 
commenting on a status) increased in acceptability as the relationship developed, whereas 
passive strategies (e.g. looking through photos or posts) decreased in acceptability. 
Female participants were more likely to rate passive strategies as acceptable than male 
participants, regardless of the relationship stage, suggesting a gender difference in 
strategy use. However the behaviours examined in this study varied only slightly from 
each other (e.g. “like profile picture”, “like any picture”, and “comment on a picture”; p. 
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687), and overall remained within a largely acceptable sphere (only one behaviour was 
rated below the midpoint of 4 at more than one relationships stage – becoming Facebook 
friends with a potential partner’s family). No behaviours examined would likely have 
been classified as significantly norm-violating, for example creating a fake social media 
account to anonymously gather more information. 
Pushing the Boundaries of Acceptability: From Courtship Initiation to Cyberstalking 
In considering the role that social media and information gathering behaviours play 
in the initial stages of courtship, as well as what society as a whole will tolerate, there is a 
point at which courtship behaviours may be deemed as norm-violating, unacceptable, or 
cross into ‘maladaptive’ territory1. This is particularly true for passive or extractive 
methods of gathering information. Cajigas (2011) notes that a key feature of all Facebook 
information gathering behaviour described in previous studies is a reliance on anonymity. 
She distinguishes between generic or benign Facebook information gathering (e.g. adding 
someone as a friend, or looking at recent photos), and specific Facebook information 
gathering, where a social norm violation is felt to have occurred, and the behaviour has 
moved past the point of acceptability, towards becoming maladaptive (e.g. spending days 
browsing mutual friends to gather information, or creating a fake profile to become 
friends). This can be characterised by feelings of guilt or shame for the person engaging 
in information seeking behaviour. 
For some people, online information gathering is a minor and normal part of the 
beginning of any social interaction or relationship, with no reliance on norm-violating 
                                                          
1 The term ‘Maladaptive’ courtship behaviours is used here to refer to circumstances in which the person 
performing the behaviours has not adjusted their courtship and information gathering behaviours to societal 
norms of social media use, instead relying on behaviours deemed outside what is viewed as socially 
acceptable by most. 
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behaviours. For others, it can become far more obsessive, and open up a new avenue for 
cyberstalking. As people rely more on computer-mediated communication, cyberstalking 
has become increasingly common, and is a consequence of people using online media to 
pursue relationships with others (Lindsay & Krysik, 2012). This may suggest that, as 
passive and extractive online information gathering becomes a legitimate social interaction 
method, similar aspects of lower-level cyberstalking also becomes socially legitimised. 
Indeed, there are many similarities between acceptable online information gathering and 
cyberstalking, to the point where the lines are blurred. 
Obsessive Relational Intrusion (ORI) is a term developed by Spitzberg and Cupach 
(1998) to define a significant subcategory of offline stalking behaviours. It is defined by 
repeated pursuit behaviours perpetrated with intent to secure a romantic or intimate 
relationship. In a review of stalking research, Spitzberg and Cupach (2003) note that 
stalking was originally viewed through a criminal mindset in the same way that serial 
killers may operate, as the "lunatic obsession of a complete stranger" (p. 350). However, 
they describe more recent research as better illustrating the majority of stalking as 
relational-based, with a deeply personal motive and origin – "reminiscent of relatively 
normal courtship gone awry" (p. 350). This shift in view prompted the more refined 
definition of many stalking behaviours as obsessive relational intrusion. In doing so it 
highlighted the most common overarching and obsessive goal of most stalkers – to develop 
or re-develop a relationship with their target, in congruence with their personal-held view 
of their world. 
Research by Williams and Frieze (2005) outlines how standard courtship can veer into 
ORI. They found that romantic courtship-related stalking typically began when one party 
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was more interested than the other. In this scenario, the more interested party would rely on 
observation and surveillance, rather than direct approach. Although a direct approach was 
correlated with successful relationship initiation, monitoring behaviours generally did not 
lead to a relationship. This lack of success would continue fuelling persistence in 
observation, creating a self-perpetuating cycle. 
Chaulk and Jones (2011) note the abundant availability of information online may 
prompt an online version of ORI, or cyberstalking. Recent studies have found that 
cyberstalking holds many of the same characteristics as offline stalking - it is most 
common between two people previously in a relationship; the victim is most likely to be 
female; and the perpetrator is most likely to be male. The prevalence is also significant – 
adopting the stringent, generally accepted criteria for offline stalking (duration of greater 
than two weeks, harassment resulting in fear), 6.3% of people reported experiencing 
cyberstalking; and over 40% reported experiencing some kind of online harassment during 
their lifetime (Dressing, Bailer, Anders, Wagner, & Gallas, 2014). 
Social media seems to offers the most opportunity for cyberstalking, given its 
universal use, and the relative anonymity on offer. In investigating social media-specific 
online ORI or cyberstalking, Chaulk and Jones (2011) outline key Facebook behaviours 
that map onto Spitzberg and Cupach's (2003) progression of offline ORI tactics, escalating 
from benign to potentially dangerous. Chaulk and Jones (2011) defined five groups of 
online ORI related behaviours, including attempting to make face-to-face contact; 
monitoring online activity; contacting mutual friends; sending online gifts and messages; 
and inviting the person to events or groups. These could all be considered stalking or ORI 
behaviours; however, depending on the context, many appear as being widely accepted – 
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becoming an expected part of social interactions, and commonly used to facilitate romantic 
relationships. As such, it is important to understand what behaviours are considered the 
social norm, and where those behaviours cross into being unwanted, intrusive, and 
stalking. 
Lyndon, Bonds-Raacke, and Cratty (2011) showed that the act of monitoring 
ex-partners on Facebook was itself a high predictor of more broad cyberstalking and 
offline ORI behaviours. Similarly, cyberstalking was a strong predictor of further offline 
ORI. This suggests that the need to monitor others is not a behaviour that remains neatly 
within category and methodology boundaries, but a more broad behavioural desire that 
generalises across available methods of monitoring. The current thesis examined the 
acceptability of certain monitoring and information gathering behaviours that could be 
classified as cyberstalking or ORI, and whether there was a difference in acceptability 
based on the nature and context of behaviours. 
The Current Thesis  
 The overall aim of this thesis was to examine the role that social and modern media 
plays in courtship initiation. Social media is a subset of modern media, and while social 
media platforms underpin much of modern communication, they do not encapsulate other 
modern communication methods such as our reliance on email, texting, online forums, 
and the digitalisation of communication in general. The current thesis will focus primarily 
on social media specifically, but also modern media more generally where appropriate. 
Two studies were conducted on samples of young adults, a demographic that forms 
the largest group of users of social and modern media. Chapter Two describes the results 
of a study which examined the extent to which people use various social and modern 
31 
media for the specific use of courtship initiation, their motivations behind such use, and 
the types of relationships that people may seek to form. Chapter Three describes a study 
which focused on how people use information gathering behaviours, in particular 
norm-violating and maladaptive behaviours, as part of social media courtship initiation, 
and the role that the inherent anonymity afforded to people online plays in fueling these 
behaviours. Several individual difference variables were also examined in this study as 
potential predictors of information gathering. Chapter Four reports the findings of data 
collated across both studies on the perceived acceptability of a range of possible courtship 
initiation behaviours, from both traditional and mundane, to highly maladaptive. A key 
component of both studies involved a re-examining of gender differences in courtship 
initiation methods, in light of the prevalence of social and modern media use, and 
whether the traditional distinction between direct and indirect courtship still holds true, 
given the largely indirect and passive nature of social media. Tests of these gender 
differences are reported throughout Chapters Two and Three. The concluding chapter of 
this thesis provides a summary of the findings, implications of the results, and a 
discussion of limitations and future research directions. 
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Chapter Two – Study One 
Introduction and Aims 
Social media plays an important role in the way we communicate, and is a relatively 
new method of engaging in romantic relationship initiation behaviours, including 
courtship. The use of social media as a communication tool has increased rapidly over the 
last 5-10 years. In December 2005, Facebook was less than 2 years old, and had 6 million 
total members (Facebook Newsroom, 2016). Ten years later, on 24 August 2015, 1 
billion people used Facebook on that single day (Facebook Newsroom, 2016). In 
considering the impact of this change in communication methods on the way people 
engage in courtship, Study One was proposed as an exploratory first step to gather broad 
ranging insights across several key areas of social media courtship use, including why 
people use it, acceptability of use, and the types of relationships it is used for. Study One 
was structured to focus on the differences between types of social media, and social 
media in general, rather than specific courtship behaviours it may facilitate. (The 
differences in specific behaviours would subsequently become the focus for Study Two.)  
Indirect courtship used to rely on subtle hints and asking the opinion or assistance of 
friends. Now, indirect courtship is much more easily facilitated via the social media. 
Social media can buffer what would potentially be confronting in-person social 
interaction, and make it less direct. Social media also allows people to gather information 
in advance of directly engaging a potential romantic partner. The personal information 
social media offers up about people can, in many circumstances, be accessed relatively 
anonymously. Various information gathering behaviours would also become a focus of 
Study Two. However, Study One also examined social media privacy perceptions, and 
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the emotional reaction to general online information gathering in a real-world date 
scenario. 
The aims of Study One were to: 
1. Re-examine traditional courtship behaviours to see whether gender differences in direct 
versus indirect strategies still hold true. 
2. Explore the extent to which social media and newer communication methods (e.g. 
texting) was being used for courtship initiation. 
3. Examine the purpose of using different types of social media for courtship initiation, 
and what relationships may come from using social media courtship. 
4. Explore how individuals perceive the use of social media for romantic relationship 
initiation by others (e.g., do they view these methods as more or less acceptable than 
other courtship initiation strategies?). 
5. Examine how people might react when confronted with online information gathering in 
a dating scenario. 
Method 
Participants. One hundred and eighty-eight participants volunteered for the study, 
all first year psychology students at the University of Sydney. Eight participants were 
excluded for not attempting to complete the survey and one for identifying as asexual 
(and therefore was not relevant for a study considering romantic attraction behaviours). 
All subsequent analyses were conducted on the remaining 179 participants (M age = 
19.21 years, SD = 2.52; 134 female).  
Details regarding sexual orientation of both male and female participants are 
presented in Table 1. Thirty nine percent of participants were in some kind of romantic 
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relationship; see Table 2 for details regarding current relationship type. In seeking 
relationships, participants were considered to have reasonable to strong desires to develop 
certain types of relationships if they reported higher than midpoint scores (i.e. 5 to 7) on 
the 7-point Likert scale. By this measure, 73.7% of all participants were open to or 
seeking platonic relationships. Of the participants who reported not being in any kind of 
romantic relationship (n = 108), 18.5% were open to or seeking casual relationships, 
51.9% were open to or seeking short term relationships or dating, and 60.2% were open 
to or seeking long term relationships. (Percentages were far lower in the group already in 
a romantic relationship, as was to be expected.) Most (81.1%) participants were born in 
Australia. Almost half (49.2%) reported being Anglo-Saxon (English, Irish, Scottish, 
Welsh) ethnicity or nationality, along with 14% Chinese, 15.1% other Asian background, 
and 12.3% other European (e.g. Italian, German, Greek) backgrounds. The large majority 
(87%) of participants identified as Christian (39.5%), Atheist (24.9%) or Agnostic 
(22.6%).  
 
Table 1 
Sexual Preference of Participants by Gender 
Gender     Sexual Preference Frequency Percent 
Male  Heterosexual 39 86.7 
Homosexual 3 6.7 
Bisexual 3 6.7 
Total 45 100.0 
Female  Heterosexual 126 94.0 
Homosexual 1 0.7 
Bisexual 6 4.5 
Other 1 0.7 
Total 134 100.0 
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Table 2 
Current Relationship Type for Participants in a Relationship 
Gender   Type of Relationship 
      
Frequency 
       
Percent 
Male  Casual or sexual relationship 2 9.5 
Short-term relationship or dating 9 42.9 
Long-term relationship 10 47.6 
Total 21 100.0 
Female  Casual or sexual relationship 2 4.0 
Short-term relationship or dating 13 26.0 
Long-term relationship 35 70.0 
Total 50 100.0 
 
Materials. This study was conducted as a survey that assessed participants': a) 
courtship initiation behaviour, b) usage of social media for courtship initiation, and c) their 
personal opinions pertaining to courtship initiation strategies. All questions that used a 
Likert scale were analysed on a 7 point scale, and all questions with multiple behaviour or 
social media options were presented in a block design, in the same order for all participants.  
General use of modern media. Participants were asked whether they use eight 
different types of modern methods: Facebook, Twitter, Myspace, Instagram, online dating, 
geo-locating social applications, blogs or message boards, and Gumtree, Craigslist or 
similar. A sample item was “Do you have a Facebook account?” (yes, no), and “If yes, how 
often do you use it?” (daily, several times a week, once a week, several times a month, once 
a month, once every few months, never).  
Perceptions of changes in ease of courtship initiation. Perceptions of how courtship 
initiation has changed with the rise of modern courtship methods were assessed with “To 
what extent has the recent increase in modern methods of meeting romantic partners 
changed the ease with which we [make an initial connection of any kind/develop a real 
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world relationship] with someone, as opposed to 5-10 years ago” (1 = has made it very 
much harder now, 4 = has made it no harder or easier, 7 = has made it much easier now). 
Using the same rating scale, participants were also about the ease of developing three 
different types of relationships: “casual or sexual relationship”, “short-term relationship or 
dating”, and “long-term relationship”.  
Perceived gender differences in courtship initiation. Participants were first presented 
with definitions of “courtship”, “direct courtship”, and “indirect courtship”. They were 
informed that courtship “refers to the methods or strategies a person might employ in 
attempting to initiate a romantic relationship with someone. There are two types of 
courtship – direct and indirect”. Direct courtship was defined as “when the person interacts 
directly with the person they are interested in, e.g., calls them for a date, speaks to them at a 
party or lecture, etc.”. Indirect courtship was defined as “when a person tries to find out 
more about the person they are interested in without the other person knowing (e.g., 
looking up the person’s Facebook page), with the view of eventually trying to date that 
person”. After reading these definitions, participants were asked to complete four questions 
assessing perceived gender differences in using direct and indirect courtship strategies (e.g., 
“To what extent do you think [males/females] would engage in [direct/indirect] courtship 
strategies?” 1 = not at all, 7 = very much so).  
Use of modern media in courtship initiation. Participants were presented with the 
same eight types of modern media and were asked how often they use each one to meet 
potential romantic partners (e.g., “How often do you use [Facebook/Twitter/Myspace] to 
meet potential romantic partners when you are single?” 1 = never, 7 = always). 
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Motivations for using modern methods of courtship. Two items assessed perceived 
motivations for using modern courtship methods. Modern methods of courtship were 
defined as “the use of new media in attracting a potential romantic partner. This can include: 
the internet, email, Googling someone, using social media such as Facebook or Twitter, 
internet dating, message boards or blogs, Gumtree or Craigslist, or smart phone 
applications (including ‘geo-locating social applications’)”. One item asked participants to 
rate the reasons for their own use (“To what extent do each of the following reasons 
motivate your use of modern methods of courtship to meet new romantic partners”). The 
other item asked participants to rate the reasons for other people’s use (“To what extent do 
you think that the following reasons motivate other people’s use of modern methods of 
courtship to meet potential romantic partners?” Seven possible reasons were presented: 
“seeking a soul mate”, “seeking sex”, “to ease boredom”, “easier to meet people”, “less 
confronting than face to face”, “time saving”, and “the ability to anonymously gather 
information about a potential partner”). Both items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 = not at 
all, 7 = very much so).  
Acceptability of using modern methods in courtship initiation. Two items assessed 
participants’ view on the acceptability of using eight types of modern courtship methods. 
One item asked participants to rate other people’s perceptions of acceptability (e.g., “If you 
were to use [Facebook/Twitter/Online dating/More traditional methods of courtship/etc.] 
to meet potential new romantic partners, to what extent would people in general approve of 
your use of these methods?” 1 = strongly disapprove of your actions, 7 = strongly approve 
of your actions). The other item asked participants to rate their own perceptions of 
acceptability (e.g., “To what extent do you approve of people in general using 
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[Facebook/Twitter/Online dating/More traditional methods of courtship/etc.] to find a new 
romantic partner?” 1 = strongly disapprove of their actions, 7 = strongly approve of their 
actions). Both items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). One 
courtship method option provided in each question was “More traditional methods of 
courtship”, which was defined for participants as: “'Traditional' or face-to-face methods of 
courtship include getting to know potential romantic partners through non-social media 
tactics, such as common interest groups, social gatherings, mutual friends, talking on the 
phone, etc.” 
Acceptability of modern methods based on the type of relationship desired. 
Participants were also asked “how socially acceptable is it to use modern methods of 
courtship to meet partners for [casual or sexual relationship/short-term relationship or 
dating/long-term relationship]”, 1 = not at all socially acceptable, 7 = very socially 
acceptable. 
Reactions to information gathering in a date scenario. This section included 16 items 
assessing the impact of information gathering via social media in a real-world date context. 
This included two items rating emotional responses of both the participant, as well as 
perceived responses of their date, in the context of finding out that the other person had 
gathered information about them online. For example: “If you knew your date had 
searched for you online, to what extent would you feel [attractive/flattered/vulnerable etc]?” 
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). It also included two items rating perceived traits ascribed 
to either the participant or their date, in the context of finding out that the other person had 
gathered information about them online. For example, “If you knew your date had searched 
for information about you online (e.g. Facebook, Googling) to what extent would you rate 
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them as [obsessive/attractive/trustworthy/etc]?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). 
Emotional response options were chosen both from qualities shown in prior close 
relationships research to be important to prospective partners (e.g. trustworthiness, 
attractiveness; Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999), as well as generated through 
brainstorming in a social psychology university lab group for emotions relevant to social 
media information gathering. 
This section also included 6 items assessing pre- and post-date behaviours and impacts 
of information gathering. For example, “In the lead up to your date, to what extent would 
you search for available information about your date online?”, and “To what extent would 
knowing your date had searched for you online make you want to date them again?” (1 = 
not at all, 7 = very much so). The section also included six items assessing participants' 
knowledge of their social media privacy and the cultivation of a specific social media 
profile. For example, “in the lead up to your date, to what extent would you search for 
available information about your date online?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so), and “to 
what extent would you specifically modify your social media profile to present yourself in 
the best way possible with the purpose of attracting a romantic partner?” (yes, no). 
Perceived acceptability of different direct and indirect courtship strategies. 
Participants were asked to rate their perceived acceptability of 22 different direct and 
indirect courtship strategies, including “emailing”, “asking friends”, or “created a fake 
online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to become friends with you, to anonymously 
find out more information about you”. Results of this section will be presented in Chapter 
Four.  
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Demographics. Participant demographics were also assessed, including age, 
participant gender, sexual preference, current relationship status, and cultural background.  
Procedure. Participants were recruited through SONA, an online recruitment tool 
used to manage the first year psychology student subject pool. The study was titled “Social 
Media in Courtship Initiation: Presentation, Views, and Opinions.” Participants were told 
they would be asked about their social media use, their experience in forming romantic 
relationships, and their opinions on how romantic relationships are formed. The study was 
completed online through Qualtrics from any location of participants’ choosing, and 
participants were told it would take an estimated 30 minutes. After signing up for the study, 
they were sent an email containing a unique link directing them to the online survey. 
Participants were shown a Participant Information Statement outlining the study, and then 
were presented with a Consent Form and asked whether they wished to participate. If they 
chose to participate, the survey followed. The survey was presented in seven distinct 
sections, with new instructions where relevant, and breaks and progress updates in between. 
The survey2 was presented in the same order for all participants. That order was as follows: 
 Perceptions of changes in ease of courtship initiation.  
 Use of modern media in courtship initiation. 
 Motivations for using modern methods of courtship. 
 Acceptability of using modern methods in courtship initiation. 
 Acceptability of modern methods based on the type of relationship desired. 
 Perceived gender differences in courtship initiation. 
                                                          
2  Participants completed a number of other questions as part of a larger survey. However, only those items 
that are most relevant to the current research were analysed and reported in this thesis. For the survey 
questions analysed in this thesis, refer to Appendix B. For the survey questions not analysed in the thesis, 
refer to Appendix C. 
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 Reactions to information gathering in a date scenario.  
 Perceived acceptability of different direct and indirect courtship strategies.  
 General use of modern media.  
 Demographics.  
On exiting the survey, participants were shown a Debrief Statement on the screen. 
Results 
General use of modern media. Table 3 outlines the percentage of participants who 
currently have an account for each type of social media, as well as the most popular usage 
frequency rating for that type of social media. By far the most common social media 
account was Facebook, with Instagram and Twitter also popular and regularly used.  
 
Table 3 
Social Media Usage and Frequency 
Social Media Type Percentage With 
Current Account 
Most Common Usage Frequency 
Facebook 97.2% Of those, 76% use Facebook daily 
Instagram 62.0% Of those, 55.5% use Instagram daily 
Twitter 30.7% Of those, 23.6% use Twitter daily 
Blog or message board 18.4% Of those, 28.1% use blogs or message 
boards daily 
Myspace 15.2% Of those, 88.9% never use Myspace 
Gumtree, Craigslist, or other 
classifieds 
6.7% Of those, 41.7% use classifieds once 
every few months 
Geo-locating social application 
(Blendr, Grindr, etc) 
4.5% Of those, 25% use geo-locating 
applications daily 
Online dating 1.7% Of those, 66.7% use online dating 
once a week 
 
Perceptions of changes in ease of courtship initiation. A paired samples t-test 
indicated that participants felt it has become significantly easier in the last 5-10 years to 
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make an initial connection (M = 5.33, SD = 1.50) compared to developing a real world 
romantic relationship (M = 3.80, SD = 1.40), t(177) = 12.75, p < .001. One sample t-tests 
were conducted to examine whether the mean ratings for these items were significantly 
different to the scale midpoint (with 4 indicating that modern methods have made it “no 
harder or easier” in the last 5-10 years). This analysis revealed that making an initial 
connection was perceived as having become significantly easier, t(178) = 11.73, p < .001. 
The same pattern emerged for perceptions regarding making a real world romantic 
relationship; however, this effect was not significant, t(177) = -1.87, p = .064. 
One-sample t-tests were also conducted to examine perceptions of changes in the 
ease with which it had become easier or harder to develop different types of relationships. 
Both casual or sexual relationships (M = 6.10, SD = 1.09), t(174) = 25.54, p < .001, and 
short-term relationships or dating (M = 5.55, SD = 1.03), t(178) = 20.13, p < .001, were 
viewed as being significantly easier to initiate now. In contrast, the mean score for 
long-term relationships (M = 4.05, SD = 1.34) was not significantly different from the 
scale midpoint, t(178) = 0.501, p = 0.617). This suggests, modern methods were viewed 
as specifically facilitating shorter or more casual relationships, rather than longer term 
relationships.   
The difference between these means for change in ease as a function of relationship 
type was analysed, as well as the effect of participant gender, using a mixed ANOVA. 
Following recommendations by Field (2013), a Huynh-Feldt correction was employed as 
epsilon = 0.773, and Mauchly’s test indicated a violation of the assumption of sphericity 
(2 (2) = 63.93, p < .001). There was a significant main effect of relationship type, 
F(1.546,267.44) = 119.56, p < .001, partial η2 = .409. Post hoc comparison using 
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Bonferroni correction indicated that participants perceived that casual relationships (M = 
6.03, SE = 0.09) had become significantly easier to initiate in the last 5-10 years 
compared to both short term (M = 5.48, SE = 0.09, p < .001) and long term relationships 
(M = 4.08 SD = 0.11, p < .001), and that short term relationships had also become 
significantly easier to initiate when compared to long term relationships (p < .001). The 
main effect of participant gender, F(1, 173) = 1.78, p = .184, partial η2 = .01, and the 
interaction between relationship type and gender, F(1.55, 267.45) = 2.06, p = .141, partial 
η2 = .012, were both not significant.          
Perceived gender differences in courtship initiation. Given the longstanding 
difference in the way males and females approach courtship strategies, perceived gender 
differences between direct and indirect methods were examined, using a (2: courting 
person’s gender) x (2: type of strategy) repeated measures ANOVA. There was a 
significant main effect of the courting person’s gender (F(1,178) = 8.14, p = .005), 
suggesting that males (Estimated marginal means = 5.31, standard error = 0.07) were 
perceived as being more likely than females (Estimated marginal means = 5.14, standard 
error = 0.06) to initiate courtship. There was also a significant main effect for type of 
strategy (F(1,178) = 14.47, p < .001), suggesting that indirect methods (Estimated 
marginal means = 5.41, standard error = 0.08) were perceived to be more popular for 
courtship than direct methods (Estimated marginal means = 5.04, standard error = 0.07). 
However, these main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between gender 
and type of strategy (F(1,178) = 136.49, p < .001). Males were perceived as preferring 
direct methods (M = 5.59, SD = 0.99) over indirect methods (M = 5.02, SD = 1.34), but 
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females were perceived as preferring indirect methods (M = 5.79, SD = 1.07) over direct 
methods (M = 4.49, SD = 1.20). 
Use of modern media in courtship initiation. Understanding that the courtship 
landscape had shifted with the rise of modern courtship methods such as social media, 
participants’ own use of modern methods to meet romantic partners when they are single 
was analysed, along with participant gender, using a mixed ANOVA. Mauchly’s test 
indicated the assumption of sphericity had been violated, 2 (27) = 242.47, p < .001; 
therefore following recommendations by Field (2013), a Greenhouse-Geisser correction 
was employed as epsilon = 0.613. The interaction between participant gender and 
likelihood to use different modern methods was not significant, F(4.292,648.081) = 
2.11, p = .073, partial η2 = .014. There was no significant main effect of participant 
gender, F(1, 151) = 0.01, p = .921, partial η2 < 0.001. However there was a significant 
main effect of modern method type, F(4.292,648.081) = 45.52, p < .001, partial η2 = 
0.232. Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction indicated that Facebook was 
significantly more popular (M = 3.09, SE = 0.17) as a modern method of meeting new 
romantic partners compared to all other methods (Twitter: M = 1.21, SE = 0.07, p < .001; 
Myspace: M = 1.12, SE = 0.06, p < .001; Instagram: M = 1.72, SE = 0.14, p < .001; 
Online dating: M = 1.31, SE = 0.10, p < .001; Geo locating social applications: M = 1.48, 
SE = 0.10 p < .001; Message boards or blogs: M = 1.28, SE = 0.11, p < .001; Gumtree, 
Craigslist, or similar: M = 1.24, SE = 0.08, p < .001). Given Facebook is used much more 
frequently than any other modern method, for further items which distinguish between 
individual modern methods, the remaining analysis will focus primarily on Facebook, and 
group other methods together for comparison where relevant.  
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Motivations for using modern methods of courtship. Motivations behind the use 
of modern methods were examined from two perspectives: participants’ own motivations 
for their use and participants’ views on the motivations of others’ use of modern 
courtship methods. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4 
Motivations for Using Modern Methods of Courtship: Own Use and Others’ Use 
Reason  Own Use Others’ Use 
Mean SD N Mean SD N 
Seeking a soul mate 2.78 1.67 177 4.46 1.61 179 
Seeking sex 2.52 1.76 175 5.45 1.40 178 
To ease boredom 3.51 1.83 157 4.71 1.54 176 
Easier to meet people 3.81 1.72 157 5.58 1.31 178 
Less confronting than face to face 3.67 1.78 177 5.66 1.31 178 
Time saving 3.11 1.79 176 4.69 1.56 179 
The ability to anonymously gather 
information about a potential partner 
3.76 1.89 177 5.51 1.46 178 
 
Separate paired samples t-tests compared individual reasons for using modern 
methods between participants’ own use, and others’ use. For every reason to use modern 
methods, participants indicated a significantly greater extent of use for others, compared 
to themselves, ts < 9.95, ps > .001. This indicates most participants were more willing to 
ascribe higher usage for others than for themselves, across a range of motivations.  The 
largest mean difference was for “seeking sex”, and the smallest increase was for “ease 
boredom”, suggesting that participants may have been more hesitant about admitting to 
motivations more closely linked to casual or short term relationships, such as “seeking 
sex”, rather than more innocuous motivations, such as to “ease boredom”.  
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To examine whether perceptions of motivations of using modern methods differed as 
a function of participant gender, two mixed ANOVAs were conducted. The first mixed 
ANOVA analysed participants’ own motivations for using modern methods. Mauchly’s 
test indicated the assumption of sphericity had been violated, 2 (20) = 104.65, p < .001; 
therefore a Huynh-Feldt correction was employed (epsilon = 0.869). The main effect for 
gender was not significant, F(1,167) = 3.95, p = .546, partial η2 = 0.002. The main effect 
for reasons for using modern methods was significant, F(5.215, 870.865) = 10.50, p < 
.001, partial η2 = 0.059. However, this main effect was qualified by a significant 
interaction between participant gender and motivations for own use, F(5.215, 870.865) = 
8.17, p < .001, partial η2 = .047. Therefore, differences as a function of participant gender 
was analysed for each individual motivation using one way ANOVAs (see Table 5).  
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Table 5 
Motivations for Using Modern Methods of Courtship (Own Use) By Participant Gender 
Reason Male Mean 
Male 
Std. 
Error 
Female 
Mean 
Female 
Std. 
Error 
Degrees of    
Freedom F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Seeking a 
soul mate 
2.67 0.26 2.84 0.15 
Gender 1 
0.43 .514 .002 
Error 175 
Seeking sex 3.54 0.26 2.21 0.15 
Gender 1 
19.36 .000** .101 
Error 173 
To ease 
boredom 
3.30 0.28 3.56 0.16 
Gender 1 
0.96 .328 .005 
Error 175 
Easier to 
meet people 
3.60 0.26 3.94 0.15 
Gender 1 
1.43 .233 .008 
Error 175 
Less 
confronting 
that face to 
face 
3.33 0.27 3.83 0.16 
Gender 1 
2.09 .150 .012 
Error 175 
Time saving 3.05 0.27 3.20 0.16 
Gender 1 
0.08 .778 .000 
Error 174 
The ability to 
anonymously 
gather 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner 
3.16 0.28 4.00 0.17 
Gender 1 
6.73 .010* .037 
Error 175 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01. 
 
 The second mixed ANOVA analysed perceptions of other people’s motivations for 
using modern methods. Mauchly’s test indicated the assumption of sphericity had been 
violated, 2 (20) = 164.01, p < .001; therefore a Huynh-Feldt correction was employed 
(epsilon = 0.776). There was no significant interaction between participant gender and 
perceptions of motivations for other people’ use, F(4.653, 800.364) = 1.48, p = .198, 
partial η2 = .009. There was a significant main effect for reasons for using modern 
methods, F(4.653, 800.364) = 22.12, p < .001, partial η2 = .114. Post-hoc comparisons 
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using Bonferonni correction revealed that when participants considered the motivations 
of other people using modern methods for courtship, “seeking sex” was a strong 
motivator, and along with “easier to meet people”, “less confronting than face to face”, 
and “the ability to anonymously gather information about a potential partner”, was 
significantly more motivating than all other reasons, ps < .001. None of the other 
comparisons were significant, ps > .906.  
 There was also a significant main effect for participant gender, F(1, 172) = 18.78, p < 
.001, partial η2 = .098. Male participants ascribed significantly lower levels of motivators 
on average (M = 4.609, SE = 0.14), compared to female participants (M = 5.32, SE = 
0.08). 
Acceptability of using modern methods in courtship initiation. A repeated 
measures ANOVA was used to analyse approval of participants’ own hypothetical use of 
different methods, as judged by others. Another ANOVA was then used to analyse 
participants’ approval of other people’s hypothetical use of the same methods.  
 As mentioned previously, Facebook was analysed separately (M for approval of own 
use = 4.39, SD = 1.54; M for approval of others’ use = 4.19, SD = 1.44), given its 
extensive use for courtship initiation compared to other modern methods. The remaining 
modern methods were grouped together and included for comparison (M for approval of 
own use = 2.78, SD = 0.85; M for approval of others’ use = 3.24, SD = 1.11), along with 
the rating for “traditional methods of courtship” (M for approval of own use = 6.41, SD = 
0.97; M for approval of others’ use = 6.04, SD = 1.44).  
 In both ANOVAs, a Huynh-Feldt correction was employed (epsilon = 0.84; epsilon = 
0.80) as Mauchly’s test indicated a violation of the assumption of sphericity (2 for own 
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use (2) = 19.47, p < .001; 2 for others’ use (2) = 48.99, p < .001). A significant effect in 
both cases indicated differences in approval as a function of courtship method, F for own 
use (1.683, 141.389) = 219.75, p < .001; F for others’ use (1.60, 260.653) = 252.39, p < 
.001.  
 Post hoc comparisons using Bonferonni correction indicated that when considering 
participants’ personal use as hypothetically judged by others, traditional methods were 
rated as more acceptable than use of Facebook (p < .001) and other modern methods (p < 
.001). However Facebook was also significantly more approved of than other modern 
methods (p < .001). This pattern was replicated with the same p values in the reverse 
scenario where participants were judging the hypothetical use of these methods by others. 
 Acceptability of modern methods based on the type of relationship desired. The 
social acceptability of using modern methods to form different types of relationships was 
analysed, along with participant gender, using a mixed ANOVA. Mauchly’s test indicated 
a violation of the assumption of sphericity (2 (2) = 83.03, p < .001), so a 
Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used (epsilon = 0.726). Results indicated no 
significant interaction between participant gender and relationship type on acceptability 
ratings of modern methods, F(1.452,255.481) = 0.40, p = .606, partial η2 = 0.002. There 
was no significant main effect for participant gender, F(1,176) = 0.21, p = 0.646, partial 
η2 = 0.001. However there was a main effect for target relationship type, 
F(1.452,255.481) = 7.28, p = .003, partial η2 = 0.040. Post hoc comparisons using 
Bonferroni correction showed that “short term or dating” (M = 4.83, SE = 0.11) 
relationships were rated as significantly more acceptable to form via modern methods 
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than long term relationships (M = 4.33, SE = 0.13, p < .001). No other comparison was 
significant. 
Reactions to information gathering in a date scenario. Responses to a 
hypothetical modern date scenario was examined in light of the social media information 
gathering behaviours that typically occur in relation to dating. When asked if they would 
engage in information gathering in the lead-up to a date, participants overwhelmingly 
said they would (M = 5.06, SD = 1.63), and 19% of participants reported setting their 
social media privacy settings to allow currently unknown potential future romantic 
interests free access to their profile.  
In the date scenario, participants were asked rate their date on a number of positive 
(e.g., attractive, trustworthy) and negative (e.g., obsessive, threatening) adjectives after 
finding out their date had looked them up online, as well as hypothesising how their date 
might rate the participant. A paired samples t-test was used to compare adjectives chosen 
to describe both the participant and their date (see Table 6). For positive adjectives, 
participants rated their date’s information gathering behaviour more positively than how 
they thought their date might rate the participant. This held true for all positive adjectives 
(ts > 2.95, ps < .004) except attractiveness, t(178) = 0.94, p = .347. Conversely for all 
negative adjectives, participants were significantly harsher with regards to how their own 
behaviour would be perceived compared to that of their dates, ts < -5.68, ps < .001.  
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Table 6 
Trait ratings of both participant and date after having searched for information online 
(e.g. Facebook, Googling) 
Personal Traits Participant Perception of Date 
who Gathers Information 
Online 
Date’s Imagined Perception of 
Participant who Gathers 
Information Online 
Mean SD N Mean SD N 
Controlling 2.64 1.37 178 3.50 1.51 179 
Obsessive 2.70 1.37 179 4.10 1.53 178 
Attractive 3.11 1.23 179 3.03 1.19 179 
Threatening 2.20 1.14 178 2.72 1.28 178 
Curious 5.21 1.20 179 4.96 1.31 179 
Trustworthy 3.48 0.95 177 3.02 1.03 177 
 
 Participants were also asked how they would feel various emotions knowing that 
their date had searched online for them, and how they would feel if their date found out 
that the participant had searched online for them. Descriptives for the emotions are 
outlined in Tables 8 and 9. In both cases a repeated measures one-way ANOVA was used 
to examine differences between the emotions, with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction as 
there was the assumption of sphericity was violated in both the first analysis (epsilon = 
0.523; 2 (20) = 332.59, p < .001), and the second (epsilon = 0.587; 2 (14) = 236.70, p < 
.001). Both the first (F(3.136, 551.981) = 39.86, p < .001) and the second (F(2.937, 
516.984) = 84.73, p < .001) ANOVAs indicated that there were significant differences 
between the group means. Post hoc comparisons using Bonferroni correction showed 
that, on finding out their date had looked them up online (Table 7), participants were 
more likely to feel “flattered” (M = 4.37, SD = 1.36, ps < .001) and “attractive” (M = 
4.17, SD = 1.47, ps < .001) than any other emotion, and less likely to feel “threatened” (M 
= 2.40, SD = 1.27, ps < .001) than any other emotion. None of the other comparisons 
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were significant, ps > .42. However, when considering how participants would feel if 
they were found out to have looked up their date online (Table 8), they were more likely 
to be “embarrassed” (M = 4.76, SD = 1.56, ps < .001) than any other emotion. The mean 
for feeling “uncomfortable” (M = 4.01, SD = 1.59) was also significantly different to all 
other means – lower than embarrassed (p < .001), but higher than any other emotion (ps < 
.001). The mean for feeling “in control of the situation” (M = 3.15, SD = 1.34) was also 
significantly different to all other means – lower than embarrassed and uncomfortable (ps 
< 0.001), but higher than any other emotion (ps < 0.049). None of the other comparisons 
were significant, ps > .831. 
 
Table 7 
If you knew your date had searched for information about you online (e.g. Facebook, 
Googling), to what extent would you feel 
Emotion Mean Std. Deviation    N 
Flattered 4.37 1.38 179 
Attractive 4.16 1.41 179 
In control of the situation 3.72 1.40 179 
Excited 3.61 1.56 178 
Uncomfortable 3.51 1.54 179 
Vulnerable 3.35 1.51 178 
Threatened 2.39 1.27 178 
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Table 8 
If your date found out that you had searched for information about them online (e.g. 
Facebook, Googling), to what extent would you feel 
Emotion Mean Std. Deviation    N 
Embarrassed 4.77 1.56 179 
Uncomfortable 4.02 1.59 178 
In control of the situation 3.14 1.35 178 
Excited 2.74 1.33 178 
Afraid 2.73 1.37 177 
Powerful 2.58 1.21 179 
 
Post-date behaviour was then examined, by analysing the effect of participant gender 
on the desire to date someone again, knowing they had looked you up online. An 
ANOVA suggested that female participants (M = 3.73, SD = 1.17) were significantly 
more likely than male participants (M = 3.09, SD = 1.70) to want to date them again, F(1, 
176) = 7.88, p = .006.  
Discussion 
The aim of Study One was to provide an exploratory first step in considering the use 
of social media and other modern methods in courtship initiation. In particular, the study 
aimed to examine the general use of these kinds of modern media in daily life; gender 
differences in direct and indirect courtship approaches; and how social and modern media 
are being used in courtship, including for what purpose, and how this use was perceived 
by others. 
Results suggest that Facebook is clearly the dominant social media platform, with 
almost every single participant having an account, and a large majority using it daily. 
This is in line with general statistics on the platform (Facebook Newsroom, 2016). 
Instagram approaches similar levels of usage, although the communication functionality 
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on Instagram is less comprehensive. It should however be noted that Study One was 
conducted in 2012 and 2013, and while this is in line with Pew Research statistics 
sampled in 2014 (Duggan et al., 2015), this was prior to the introduction and widespread 
use of Tinder and Snapchat. Indeed more current social media use statistics report a high 
use of Snapchat (Vaterlaus et al., 2016), and future research examining social media use 
should benchmark current social media use statistics to capture behaviours of their 
current sample. 
This reliance on social media may be influencing how we form relationships and 
connections, and the types of relationships we form. Participants stated it had become 
significantly easier to make an initial connection with someone compared to 5-10 years 
ago. Participants also reported that, compared to 5-10 years ago, forming casual and short 
term relationships had become much easier, while the ease with which people develop 
long term relationships had not changed. 
When looking to initiate a romantic relationship via modern methods, Facebook was 
reported to be more popular as a tool than any other method – unsurprising given it is the 
highest-used social media platform. It also offers the most comprehensive ability to 
communicate and socialise online, and is not intrinsically linked to one media type (e.g. 
where Instagram is primarily for photos, and Twitter primarily for short status updates; 
Duggan et al., 2015). As Facebook was by far the most popular social media platform, 
and the most commonly used for courtship, most of the analyses in this study focused on 
Facebook primarily, and social media generally as a whole. Future research could select 
groups of participants who use other social media platforms equally prevalently, to 
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analyse how and why those social media platforms individually are used in courtship 
initiation. 
Results also suggest that traditional gender differences still exist for those engaging 
in courtship (across any method or strategy), such that males are perceived to be more 
direct in their approach to courtship, and females more indirect. This supports research 
that outlines the typically found difference in how males and females approach courtship 
(McCormick, 1979; Grammer, 1989; Clark et. al, 1999). However indirect methods were 
overall more popular than direct methods, a result which may reflect a change in what 
people consider constitutes ‘indirect’ methods. Communicating via social media is much 
less direct than in-person (Tazghini & Siedlecki, 2013), and given the increased reliance 
on social media for communication (Reich et al., 2012), this may also be promoting an 
increased reliance on a new set of indirect courtship methods that offer a modern solution 
to traditional indirect methods such as getting closer to the other person, and signalling 
one’s interest (Weerth & Kalma, 1995). This possibility could be examined in future 
research by identifying what courtship behaviours participants imagine when asked about 
direct and indirect courtship. 
In considering why participants may choose to use modern courtship methods 
themselves, the reasons differed as a function of participant gender. Males were more 
likely than females to be seeking sex, whereas females were more likely than males to be 
anonymously gathering information about a potential partner. However, when asked to 
imagine the motivations other people may have to use modern courtship methods – 
thereby removing the need for participants to feel they are personally admitting to any 
specific motivation themselves – participants overall suggested modern methods may be 
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popular due to the ability to anonymously gather information, being less confronting than 
face to face, ease of use, availability, and association with more casual relationships. 
Several of these more popular reasons for using social media in courtship are in line with 
those identified in previous research, including being less confronting than face to face 
(Fox et al., 2013) and the ability to anonymously gather information (Yang et al., 2013). 
This apparent discrepancy between the motivations attributed to self versus others also 
emerged in relation to the scenario data. Specifically, participants were more cautious in 
endorsing any reason of use to themselves compared to others, giving higher ratings of 
motivation to others’ use across all reasons compared to their own. This may suggest that 
participants are aware of the reasons behind the use of social media in courtship, but 
perhaps due to a perceived lack of social acceptability, were unwilling to admit to the full 
extent of their own use.  
When considering how people are using modern courtship methods in a real world 
dating scenario, results showed that behaviours more common to modern methods of 
communication and social interaction, such as passive information gathering (Cajigas, 
2011), are frequently used in courtship. Regarding whether to have a subsequent date, 
female participants were more accepting of information gathering behaviours than males. 
When presented with a hypothetical date who had engaged in information gathering, 
participants judged their date more positively than they felt they themselves would be 
judged for gathering information. The revelation of information gathering by the 
participant’s hypothetical date elicited primarily positive emotional reactions in the 
participants, who felt flattered and attractive. However, being caught engaging in the 
same information gathering behaviours themselves by their date elicited primarily 
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negative emotional reactions in participants, who imagined they would feel embarrassed 
and uncomfortable. Both these results, as well as the previous results attributing 
motivations to self and other, suggest a disconnect between how participants view and 
rate their own behaviour and motivations, compared to their views on others’ behaviour 
and motivations. Overall, it appears that participants simultaneously accept the use of 
social media in courtship, but are not willing to admit to personally engaging in these 
behaviours. 
Along with results on information gathering in a date scenario, these findings support 
the possibility that social media courtship initiation (and the information gathering that 
can go along with it, as will be examined in Study Two) is well understood and utilised, 
but not freely admitted to. In the current study, participants stated they approved of 
traditional methods for courtship more than Facebook, and more than other social and 
modern media. However, given the possibility that participants may prefer not to admit to 
their own social media courtship use, it is possible that this response may not be 
completely accurate. If participants felt elements of social and modern media courtship 
were not fully accepted, social desirability bias may have influenced their responses when 
asked directly about their own use and motivations. Several of the motivations assessed 
here, including being less confronting than face to face, and the ability to anonymously 
gather information, formed the focus of Study Two.  
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Chapter Three – Study Two 
Introduction and Aims 
From Study One, it was apparent that social media plays a big part in the daily lives 
of many people. This was particularly true for Facebook, with almost every single 
participant using the platform. This change in how we communicate appears to have also 
changed how we form romantic relationships. Gender differences in the use of social 
media for courtship were apparent in Study One, along with differences in the 
motivations for participant use, as well as others’ use. While indirect methods were most 
popular in general, the fact that social media was favoured over other modern methods, in 
part due to the ability to passively gather information, suggests that there has been a 
re-defining of what constitutes direct and indirect courtship methods. People were also 
quite wary of modern courtship methods, and hesitated to admit to high personal usage of 
these methods, when compared to estimating others’ usage. 
Study One focused on a baseline understanding of social media use, gender 
differences in courtship initiation, self-reported use of social media for courtship, reasons 
for use, as well as opinions of these behaviours in others. Study Two was subsequently 
designed to examine more deeply the reliance on direct and indirect courtship methods, 
and the emotional reactions associated with both methods. Study Two was also designed 
to focus on information gathering as a key aspect of why people use social media in 
courtship. This study explored the extent to which people engage in information 
gathering, and the impact that anonymity has in the use of information gathering 
courtship strategies.  
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Therefore, the first aims of Study Two were to: 
1. Examine more closely the relationship between participant gender and direct and 
indirect courtship. 
2. Explore the extent of information gathering use as a modern courtship method. 
3. Examine whether the anonymity afforded by social media was an important part of 
social media-facilitated information gathering for courtship initiation. 
The relationship between personality traits and information gathering. A key 
part of understanding information gathering behaviours and their motivators comes from 
understanding the personality traits and individual differences that may be related to 
them. No research has looked specifically at the personality traits that predict 
romantically-motivated social media-facilitated information gathering; however several 
individual differences have been shown to be associated with similar behaviours such as 
social media use, general information gathering, and cyberstalking; and are therefore 
worth exploring.  
Dark Triad. The Dark Triad is a term used to describe measures of narcissism 
(typically subclinical narcissism: grandiosity, entitlement, seeking admiration and 
attention), psychopathy (typically subclinical psychopathy: impulsivity, thrill-seeking, 
and low empathy), and Machiavellianism (a cynical and manipulative personality; 
Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009). Previous research 
suggests that social media appeals to those high in Dark Triad measures due to its highly 
visible nature. People high in Machiavellianism (Abell & Brewer, 2014) and narcissism 
(Winter, Neubaum, Eimler, Gordon, Theil, Herrmann, Meinert,& Kramer, 2014) have 
been found to use social media for self-promotion, self-disclosure, and self-monitoring. 
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People high in primary psychopathy have been shown to modify their behaviours based 
on visibility and anonymity – they are more likely to engage in prosocial behaviours 
when others are watching and less likely when the behaviour is anonymous (White, 
2014). The Dark Triad has also been linked to opportunistic behaviours and a lack of 
empathy (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013), which could facilitate norm-violating 
information gathering. Therefore it is possible that people high in Dark Triad traits may 
be more likely to rely on social media use in courtship – specifically for information 
gathering and the effect of anonymity.  
Attachment style. Relationship attachment refers to a person's typical interaction 
dynamics within a relationship and towards a romantic partner. Relationship attachment 
style has typically been classified by some researchers in terms of two dimensions: 
anxiety, which refers to levels of attachment anxiety or worry of abandonment, and 
avoidance, which refers to levels of discomfort with intimacy (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 
1998). Relationship anxiety or avoidance can have a clear impact on peoples’ behaviours 
within a romantic relationship, and as such may also impact the behaviours people rely on 
to form their romantic relationships. 
Patton, Nobles, and Fox (2010) found that people who pursue others more 
obsessively scored higher in attachment anxiety and lower in attachment avoidance.  
Anxious and avoidant attachment has also been shown to be associated with social 
media use in current and ex-partner monitoring behaviours (a form of information 
gathering). In a diary study examining real life experiences, Facebook-related jealousy 
has been shown to be associated with attachment anxiety, across both genders (Knobloch, 
Solomon, & Cruz, 2001). Similarly, Marshall, Bejanyan, Di Castro, and Lee (2012) 
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showed that anxious attachment was positively associated with Facebook-related jealousy 
and surveillance, while avoidant attachment was negatively associated. Reed, Tolman, 
and Safyer (2015) found that attachment anxiety predicted higher levels of partner 
monitoring via social media for both men and women, while attachment avoidance 
predicted lower levels of partner monitoring in women. It was suggested in a subsequent 
article by the authors that the ability to use social media to gather information and 
monitor partners was both a catalyst for further anxiety, as well as perceived to be a way 
to alleviate their anxiety – thus creating a self-perpetuating cycle (Reed, Tolman, Ward, 
& Safyer, 2016). Given that anxious attachment has been shown to predict increased 
partner monitoring on social media in current romantic relationships, it may be the case 
that anxious attachment also predicts increased monitoring and information gathering at 
the courtship initiation stage of romantic relationships as well. On the other hand, 
attachment avoidance may be negatively associated with information gathering. 
Other individual differences measures. Other constructs may also be associated with 
information gathering courtship initiation strategies. For example, higher social anxiety 
has been linked with higher reliance on online interaction (Pierce, 2009) – not surprising 
given the less socially confronting nature of social media. Other research indicates that 
self-esteem may be an important individual differences variable to consider. In examining 
the relationship between self-esteem and Facebook use, Tazghini and Siedlecki (2013) 
found that those with low self-esteem were more likely to feel that Facebook played a key 
part in their lives, and that Facebook made communication with others easier than offline. 
They also found that those with low self-esteem were more likely to accept friend 
requests from people they don't know well, spend more time viewing a person's page than 
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commenting on it, and report that they would make new friends and get to know them 
better via Facebook. In what appears to be a cruel cycle, however, Vogel, Rose, Roberts, 
and Eckles (2014) found that frequent Facebook use predicted lower self-esteem due to 
the opportunity for social comparison. This was particularly pronounced when there was 
increased opportunity for comparison to those with highly valued traits such as lots of 
friends, social activity, and evidence of a healthy lifestyle. Given the propensity for those 
with low self-esteem and high social anxiety to rely on social media for communication 
and interaction, the current study explored the relationships between self-esteem and 
social anxiety, and information gathering.  
Personality types can also predict a reliance on social media. Wang (2013) found that 
Extroversion predicted Facebook self-disclosure, and along with Agreeableness also 
predicted propensity to use Facebook’s “check in” geo-locating function. In a 12 study 
meta-analysis, it was found that all five of the Big Five personality traits were correlated 
with internet addiction – neuroticism positively correlated, and openness, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness negatively correlated (Kayis, Satici, 
Yilmaz, Simsek, Ceyhan, & Bakioglu, 2016). 
The moderating impact of behavioural inhibition on behavioural activation in 
determining approach or avoidance is also worth considering. Runions, Bak, and Shaw 
(2016) showed that structures underlying cyber-aggression motivations (of which 
cyber-stalking is one manifestation) were correlated with higher behavioural activation, 
and lower behavioural inhibition. In regards to relationships, Meyer, Olivier, and Roth 
(2005) showed that when a romantic relationship was threatened, those high in 
behavioural activation were more likely to approach or confront the threat. Given 
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norm-violating information gathering can be seen as similar to cyberstalking; and that 
those balancing reduced inhibition with increased behavioural activation are more likely 
to approach in a romantic situation may be less likely to place a high importance on 
anonymity, it is worth examining whether behavioural inhibition and activation play a 
role in predicting increased information gathering and a lower importance placed on 
anonymity. 
Further aims. From reviewing the literature, several individual difference measures 
were included to explore their relationship with information gathering behaviours, and the 
importance of anonymity when gathering information. These included The Dark Triad 
(narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism), attachment style, social anxiety, 
self-esteem, and inhibition control. Therefore further aims of Study Two were to: 
4) Explore the extent to which individual difference measures predicted engaging in 
information gathering behaviours for courtship initiation; and 
5) Explore whether individual differences predicted the extent to which anonymity was 
important in facilitating information gathering behaviours. 
Method 
Participants. Two hundred and four participants volunteered for the study, all first 
year psychology students at the University of Sydney. No participants who had 
previously completed Study One were admitted into Study Two. Of these, responses from 
four participants were excluded, three due to no attempt at completing the survey, and 
one who stated in the comments at the end of the survey that their answers were likely not 
accurate. The remaining two hundred participants formed the participant group on whom 
analyses were conducted (mean age = 19.95 years, SD = 3.45; 129 female). 
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Details regarding sexual orientation of both male and female participants are 
presented in Table 9. Forty-three percent of participants were in some kind of romantic 
relationship; see Table 10 for details regarding current relationship type. In seeking 
relationships, participants were considered to have reasonable to strong desires to develop 
certain types of relationships if they reported higher than midpoint scores (i.e. 5 to 7) on 
the 7-point Likert scale. By this measure, 66.3% of all participants were open to or 
seeking platonic relationships. Of the participants who reported not being in any kind of 
romantic relationship (n = 114), 30.7% were open to or seeking casual relationships, 
52.6% were open to or seeking short term relationships or dating, and 71.9% were open 
to or seeking long term relationships. (Percentages were far lower in the group already in 
a romantic relationship, as was to be expected.). The vast majority of participants (72.5%) 
were born in Australia. More than a third (39.5%) reported being Anglo-Saxon (English, 
Irish, Scottish, Welsh) ethnicity or nationality, along with 15.5% Chinese, 12% other 
European (e.g. Italian, German, Greek), and 9.5% biracial backgrounds. The large 
majority (86%) of participants identified as Christian (33%), Atheist (26.5%), Agnostic 
(16.5%), or Buddhist (10%). Overall, the demographic breakdown of participants was 
largely similar to that of Study One. 
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Table 9 
Sexual Preference of Participants by Gender 
Gender     Sexual Preference Frequency Percent 
Male  Heterosexual 67 94.4 
Homosexual 3 4.2 
Bisexual 1 1.4 
Total 71 100.0 
Female  Heterosexual 114 88.4 
Homosexual 4 3.1 
Bisexual 10 7.8 
Other 1 0.8 
Total 129 100.0 
 
Table 10 
Current Relationship Type for Participants in a Relationship 
Gender   Type of Relationship 
      
Frequency 
       
Percent 
Male  Casual or sexual relationship 3 10.7 
Short-term relationship or dating 7 25.0 
Long-term relationship 18 64.3 
Total 28 100.0 
Female  Casual or sexual relationship 6 10.5 
Short-term relationship or dating 14 24.6 
Long-term relationship 37 64.9 
Total 57 100.0 
 
Materials. This study was conducted as a survey that assessed participants': a) own 
use of social media for courtship initiation, b) motivation behind the use of social media for 
courtship initiation, c) perception of a range of modern courtship methods available, and d) 
utilisation of information-gathering strategies. A range of personality measures were also 
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included. All sections, and all items in all sections, were displayed in the same order for all 
participants.3 
Direct and indirect courtship strategies. Three questions were asked relating to direct 
or indirect courtship strategies, for example “If I am attracted to someone, I’ll just go up 
and talk to them, and potentially ask them out” (1 = Not at all characteristic of me, 7 = 
Very characteristic of me), or “How likely is it that you would try to attract their attention 
using direct methods? (i.e., methods that involve speaking to the person and directly 
interacting with them. For example, sitting down next to them, striking up a conversation, 
etc)” (1 = Not at all likely, 7 = Very likely). Four stems totalling 34 questions were also 
included, assessing the emotions felt by participants when engaging in direct and indirect 
courtship behaviours, as well as imagined emotions felt by the potential romantic target. 
The two stems addressing participant emotions had 9 items of different emotions for 
participants to rate, and the two addressing hypothetical romantic target emotions had 8 
emotion items. For example: “Please indicate the extent to which you generally feel the 
following feelings/emotions when you engage in direct courtship strategies?” (1 = Not at 
all, 7 = Very much so). Sample emotions felt by participants included confident, 
embarrassed, and afraid. Sample emotions imagined to be felt by the romantic target 
included attractive, uncomfortable, and in control of the situation.  
Scores for the five (participant) or four (target) negative emotion items were 
reverse-scored and averaged with the scores for the four (both participant and target) 
positive emotion items to form an overall emotional reaction score when engaging in direct 
                                                          
3 Participants completed a number of other questions as part of a larger survey. However, only those items 
that are most relevant to the current research were analysed and reported in this thesis. For the survey 
questions analysed in this thesis, refer to Appendix D. For the survey questions not analysed in the thesis, 
refer to Appendix E. 
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and indirect courtship, for both the participant and the target person. Reliability analysis 
using Cronbach α was performed on each of the four scores. For participant emotions, 
Cronbach’s α was .808 (direct scenario), and .709 (indirect scenario). For imagined 
romantic target emotions, Cronbach’s α was .686 (direct scenario), and .812 (indirect 
scenario). 
Information gathering impact in daily life. As there was no existing measure that 
adequately examined information gathering in relation to courtship initiation, a 13-item 
measure was created for this purpose. Sample items included: “Do you find yourself 
sleeping less so that you have more time to gather information about a potential partner?” 
(1 = Never, 7 = Always). A total score was created (α = .821), with higher scores indicating 
greater levels of information gathering in everyday life.  
Impact of anonymity. This section included 13 items based on a hypothetical 
courtship scenario, which compared how participants would react and what social media 
courtship methods they would use in two different scenarios. The first scenario reflected 
the current way in which social media is used (where information gathering can be largely 
anonymous), and the second scenario was a hypothetical one where participants’ social 
media behaviours were no longer anonymous. The first scenario was described in the 
following way: “Imagine that you meet someone briefly at a party or social event. You are 
romantically attracted to them. You chat for a while, and exchange basic personal details. 
You want to find out more about this person, get to know them, and go out on a date with 
them.” The second scenario contained the same opening sentences as the first scenario, but 
then continued on with the following sentences: “…You decide to turn to Facebook to help 
you gather information about this person. Perhaps you are already friends, or perhaps you 
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simply find that their profile is public. However you also notice that the person has 
downloaded a new application that will inform the person of any 'Facebook stalking' on 
their page – this means that this person will know who you are, the number of times you 
have viewed their page, what you were looking at, and any activity that you engage in on 
Facebook involving them.” 
In response to each scenario, participants were then asked the extent to which they 
would engage in four different types of social media strategies. These were: “Actively 
contact them through Facebook (e.g, add them as a friend, message them, and/or write on 
their wall)”, “Browse their Facebook page (e.g. their wall, their posts, and their 
pictures)”, “Browse the profile of mutual friends to find information about them or photos 
that they may have posted”, and “Create a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and 
attempted to become friends with them to anonymously find out more information about 
them”. These social media strategies were chosen to vary in the extent to which they 
reflected direct strategies, information gathering, and invasive strategies. All items were 
scored on a Likert scale from 1 = Not at all likely, to 7 = Very likely.  
A further five items asked the effect of the constraint outlined in the second 
hypothetical scenario on participants’ overall courtship ability, and whether they would 
rely more on traditional courtship methods in this situation. For example: “Given this 
scenario, would it make you more or less inclined to attempt more traditional or 
face-to-face methods of gathering information and meeting this person?” (1 = Less 
inclined towards more traditional methods, 7 = More inclined towards traditional 
methods). 
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Acceptability of different courtship behaviours. Participants were asked to rate their 
perceived acceptability of 23 different direct and indirect courtship strategies (22 of which 
were the same as used in Study One, with an additional item concerning Snapchat, which 
will be discussed in Chapter Four), including “emailing”, “asking friends”, or “created a 
fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to become friends with you, to 
anonymously find out more information about you”. Results of this section will be 
presented in Chapter Four.  
Individual differences measures. This section consisted of 11 individual differences 
measures, listed below in the order they were presented to participants. A total score for 
each measure or sub-measure was compiled, as per the scoring key devised and validated 
by the scale creators. Cronbach’s alphas for each scale are presented in the Results section. 
 BFI-10: Big Five Inventory – 10; Rammstedt and John (2007). This scale 
comprised of 10 items measuring five different personality traits: Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. 
Items were scored on a five point Likert scale from 1 = Disagree strong, to 5 = 
Agree Strongly. Sample items include “I see myself as someone who is reserved” or 
“I see myself as someone who does a thorough job”. Five separate scores were 
calculated, for each of the five traits. Higher scores indicated higher identification 
with those personality traits. 
 SIAS: Social Interaction Anxiety Scale; Mattick and Clarke (1998). This scale 
comprised 20 items measuring social anxiety, such as “I have difficulty making eye 
contact with others”. Items were scored on a five point Likert scale where 0 = Not 
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at all true or characteristic of me, and 4 = Extremely true or characteristic of me. A 
higher total measure score indicated greater social anxiety. 
 RSE: Rosenberg Self Esteem Questionnaire; Rosenberg (1965).  This scale 
comprised 10 items measuring self-esteem, for example “At times, I think I am no 
good at all”. Items were scored on a four point Likert scale from 0 = Strongly 
disagree to 3 = Strongly agree. A higher total measure score indicated greater 
self-esteem.  
 BIS/BAS: Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System Scale; 
Carver and White (1994). This scale comprised 24 items measuring behavioural 
motivations. Items were split into four sub-measures, with seven items 
corresponding to inhibition, four each to drive and fun seeking, and five to reward 
responsiveness. For example “When I get something I want, I feel excited and 
energised”. Items were scored on a four point Likert scale where 1 = Very false for 
me, and 4 = Very true for me. Higher scores corresponded to higher association to 
each sub-measure behavioural motivator. 
 RSQ: Relationship Scales Questionnaire; Griffin and Bartholomew (1994). This 
scale comprised 30 items measuring four relationship attachment styles: fearful, 
preoccupied, dismissing, and secure. For example “I find it difficult to depend on 
other people”, with items scored from 1 = Not at all like me, to 5 = Very much like 
me. Higher scores indicated more predominant attachment styles. 
 ECR-R: Experiences in Close Relationships - Revised; Fraley, Waller, and Brennan 
(2000). This scale comprised 36 items measuring two contrasting insecure 
attachment styles – anxious and avoidant. Sample items include “I often worry that 
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my partner doesn’t really love me”. Items scored on a seven point Likert scale from 
1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree, with higher scores indicating more 
predominant attachment styles. 
 MACH-IV: Machiavellianism Scale; Christie and Geis (1970). This scale 
comprised 20 items measuring Machiavellianism. A sample item was “Anyone 
who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble”. Items were scored from 1 
= Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree, which a higher total score indicating 
greater Machiavellianism.  
 LSRP: Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; Levenson, Kiehl, and Fitzpatrick 
(1995). This scale comprised 26 items measuring primary and secondary 
psychopathy. Sample items included “My main purpose in life is getting as many 
goodies as I can”, with items scored from 1 = Strongly disagree, to 5 = Strongly 
agree. Higher scores indicated greater psychopathy. 
 NPI-40: Narcissistic Personality Inventory - 40; Raskin and Terry (1988). This 
scale comprised 40 items measuring narcissism. Participants are given a 
forced-choice between two options, with one option reflecting greater narcissism. 
Total scores are created as the sum of scores for the narcissistic options, such that 
higher total scores indicated greater narcissism. Sample pairs included “I prefer to 
blend in with the crowd”, and “I like to be the centre of attention”. 
Demographics. Participants were asked to report their age, gender, sexual preference, 
current relationship status, and cultural background. Participants were also asked about 
their own social media use, for example “Do you have a Facebook account?” [yes, no], and 
“If yes, how often do you use it?” [daily, several times a week, once a week, several times a 
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month, once a month, once every few months, never]. Social media and modern 
communication methods included Facebook, Twitter, Myspace, Instagram, email, SMS, 
Skype, Snapchat, online dating, geo-locating social applications, blogs or message boards, 
and Gumtree, Craigslist or similar. 
Procedure. Participants were recruited through SONA, an online recruitment tool used 
to manage the first year psychology student subject pool. The study was titled “Social 
Media in Courtship Initiation: Behaviour and Use.” Participants were told they would be 
asked about how people initiate relationships using online and social media, the variety of 
methods available, and the ways in which they are used. They were also told they would be 
asked to complete several personality measures. The study was completed in a University 
of Sydney lab with an experimenter present, and with the survey hosted online through 
Qualtrics. Participants were told it would take an estimated 90 minutes. On arriving to their 
pre-booked session, all participants were given generic verbal instructions to complete the 
study following the on-screen prompts, to ask the experimenter if they had any questions, 
and to take a break whenever they wanted. On opening the survey, participants were shown 
a Participant Information Statement outlining the study, and then were presented with a 
Consent Form and asked whether they wished to participate. If they chose to participate, 
the survey followed. The survey was presented in eleven distinct sections, with new 
instructions where relevant, and breaks and progress updates between. The survey was 
presented in the same order for all participants. That order is as follows: 
 Direct and indirect courtship strategies.  
 Information gathering impact in daily life. 
 Impact of anonymity. 
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 Perceived acceptability of different direct and indirect courtship strategies.  
 Individual difference measures.  
 Demographics. 
On exiting the survey, participants were shown a Debrief Statement on the screen, and 
were also asked by the experimenter if they had any questions, comments, or concerns. 
Results 
Preliminary analyses. 
Information gathering impact in daily life. A 13-item measure was created to 
examine information gathering behaviours in daily life, with a mean score across all items 
calculated for each participant (M = 3.06, SD = 1.01). A one way ANOVA indicated there 
was no effect of participant gender, F(1,198) = 1.01, p = .317. 
Individual differences measures. Descriptive results of the individual differences 
measures sampled are presented in Table 11, along with Cronbach α reliability scores for 
each measure. 
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Table 11  
Descriptives and Cronbach’s alphas for individual differences measures 
 Measure N Mean Std. Dvtn. Min Max α 
Big Five - Extraversion (possible range: 1-5) 199 3.31 0.99 1.00 5.00 .609 
Big Five - Agreeableness (possible range: 
1-5) 
200 3.55 0.86 1.00 5.00 .239 
Big Five - Conscientiousness (possible range: 
1-5) 
200 3.36 0.94 1.50 5.00 .524 
Big Five - Neuroticism (possible range: 1-5) 200 3.18 1.04 1.00 5.00 .591 
Big Five - Openness (possible range: 1-5) 200 3.69 0.94 1.50 5.00 .319 
Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (possible 
range: 1-5) 
200 1.38 0.75 .05 3.90 .917 
Rosenberg Self Esteem Questionnaire 
(possible range: 1-4) 
198 2.92 0.59 1.20 4.00 .900 
Behavioural Activation System – Drive 
(possible range: 1-16) 
190 11.26 2.51 5.00 16.00 .733 
Behavioural Activation System – Fun 
Seeking (possible range: 1-16) 
200 12.68 2.17 6.00 16.00 .646 
Behavioural Activation System – Reward 
Responsiveness (possible range: 1-20) 
199 17.33 2.07 9.00 20.00 .644 
Behavioural Inhibition System (possible 
range: 1-28) 
199 21.40 3.84 10.00 28.00 .780 
Relationship Scales Questionnaire - Secure 
(possible range: 1-5) 
200 3.15 0.64 1.40 5.00 .247 
Relationship Scales Questionnaire - Fearful 
(possible range: 1-5) 
200 2.94 0.96 1.00 5.00 .736 
Relationship Scales Questionnaire - 
Preoccupied (possible range: 1-5) 
197 3.09 0.83 1.00 5.00 .515 
Relationship Scales Questionnaire - 
Dismissing (possible range: 1-5) 
199 3.31 0.66 1.20 4.80 .453 
Experiences in Close Relationships (Revised) 
- Anxiety (possible range: 1-7) 
196 3.53 1.38 1.00 6.67 .939 
Experiences in Close Relationships (Revised) 
- Avoidance (possible range: 1-7) 
196 3.06 1.21 1.00 6.17 .933 
Machiavellianism Scale (IV) (possible range: 
1-5) 
194 2.74 0.41 1.70 3.90 .701 
Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - 
Primary Psychopathy (possible range: 1-5) 
195 2.27 0.60 1.06 3.94 .864 
Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale - 
Secondary Psychopathy (possible range: 1-5) 
196 2.63 0.59 1.00 3.90 .694 
Narcissistic Personality Inventory (40 Item) 
(possible range: 1-40) 
193 14.81 6.78 1.00 32.00 .833 
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As can be seen from Table 11, some of the individual differences measures did not 
show acceptable reliability (defined here as α > .70). Thus, the Big Five, RSQ, and 
secondary psychopathy in the LSRP scale were dropped from further analyses. While one 
submeasure of the BAS reached an acceptable level of reliability, the other two did not; 
therefore the BAS was also excluded. The remaining measures were examined for 
multicollinearity along with participant gender, in Table 12. The highest interrcorrelation 
was below r = 0.7, indicating no concerns regarding multicollinearity. 
 
Table 12 
Intercorrelations among the Individual Differences variables and gender 
 
 
Measure    r SIAS RSE BIS 
ECRR - 
Anxiety 
ECRR - 
Avoidance 
MACH 
IV 
Primary 
Psych. NPI40 Gender 
SIAS r   1         
N 200         
RSE r -.466**    1        
N 198   198        
BIS r .386** -.418**    1       
N 199   197  199       
ECRR - 
Anxiety 
r .427** -.538** .457**   1      
N 196   194  196 196      
ECRR - 
Avoidance 
r .202** -.220**  .017 .182*   1     
N 196   194  196 194 196     
MACH IV r .128 -.190** -.014 .178* .349**   1    
N 194   192  193 191 191 194    
Primary 
Psych. 
r .083  -.013 -.116  .235**  .294** .608**   1   
N 195   193  194 193 192 192 195   
NPI40 r -.231** .294**  -.145* .040 .056 .288**  .422**   1  
N 193   192  192 190 190 189 190 193  
Gender r .095 -.210** .352** .049 .084 -.184*  -.176* -.258**   1 
N 200   198  199 196 196  194 s195  193 200 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Main analyses. 
Direct and indirect courtship strategies. Male participants (M = 4.83, SD = 1.682) 
were significantly more likely to agree with the statement "If I am attracted to someone, 
I’ll just go up and talk to them, and potentially ask them out" than were females (M = 
3.26, SD = 1.889), F(1,198) = 34.372, p < 0.001. 
Participants’ self-reported emotions felt when engaging in direct and indirect 
courtship behaviours were compared in a mixed ANOVA with gender. Sphericity was not 
reported given there was only two groups. The interaction between courtship type (direct 
vs indirect) and participant gender was significant, F(1,196) = 6.919, p = 0.009, partial 
η2 = .034. The main effect for type of courtship was significant, F(1,196) = 6.632, p = 
0.011, partial η2 = 0.033, with participants reporting feeling more emotionally positive 
when engaging in indirect courtship. The main effect for gender was not statistically 
significant, F(1,196) = 1.336, p = 0.249, partial η2 = 0.007. To further examine the 
interaction between courtship type and gender, separate ANOVAs were conducted on 
direct and indirect courtship behaviours. When engaging in direct courtship, males (M = 
4.858, SD = 0.888) were significantly more emotionally positive than females (M = 
4.496, SD = 0.977), F(1,198) = 6.679, p = 0.010. There was no significant difference 
between male (M = 4.838, SD = 0.912) and female (M = 4.942, SD = 0.902) reaction to 
engaging in indirect courtship, F(1,196) = 0.594, p = 0.442.  
The difference in emotional reaction between direct and indirect courtship 
behaviours was also analysed within both gender groups, using a repeated measures 
ANOVA. There was no significant difference in male emotional reaction when engaging 
in direct (M = 4.843, SD = 0.885) compared to indirect courtship (M = 4.838, SD = 
77 
0.912), F(1,69) = 0.001, p = 0.973, partial η2 < 0.001. However there was a significant 
difference in female emotional reaction when engaging in direct (M = 4.491, SD = 0.979) 
compared to indirect courtship (M = 4.942, SD = 0.902), F(1,127) = 19.029, p < 0.001, 
partial η2 = 0.130.  
The emotional reactions of participants’ hypothetical courtship targets – as imagined 
by participants – between receiving direct or indirect courtship advances were also 
compared. A paired samples t-test showed a significant difference in imagined target 
emotional reaction, where participants felt recipients of direct courtship (M = 5.084, SD = 
0.724) would be more emotionally positive compared to recipients of indirect courtship 
(M = 4.294, SD = 1.088), t(197) = 9.407, p < 0.001.  
Impact of anonymity. A paired samples t-test was used to compare means between 
the same courtship initiation information gathering behaviours across two scenarios – the 
first as normal, where the behaviour is anonymous, and the second in a hypothetical 
scenario where anonymous information gathering on Facebook is impossible due to the 
profile owner being told of all browsing activity on their profile. See Table 13 for 
comparisons.  
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Table 13 
Impact of Anonymity on Passive Information Gathering and Courtship 
Item Mean Std. 
Deviation 
t df Sig.  
(2-tailed) 
Actively contact them 
through Facebook (e.g, 
add them as a friend, 
message them, and/or 
write on their wall) 
Scenario 1 5.12 1.82 
3.03 188 .003 
Scenario 2 4.74 1.91 
Browse their Facebook 
page (e.g, their wall, 
their posts, and their 
pictures) 
Scenario 1 6.03 1.42 
19.21 189 <.001 
Scenario 2 2.97 1.92 
Browse the profile of 
mutual friends to find 
information about them 
or photos that they may 
have posted 
Scenario 1 4.67 1.99 
11.11 192 <.001 
Scenario 2 2.92 1.90 
Create a fake online 
profile (Facebook, etc) 
and attempted to 
become friends with 
them to anonymously 
find out more 
information about them 
Scenario 1 1.12 0.65 
-3.28 191 .001 
Scenario 2 1.41 1.25 
  
As can be seen from this table, Scenario 1 (current state with anonymity) was 
significantly more conducive to social media courtship and information gathering 
behaviours than Scenario 2 (no anonymity). The exception was creating a fake profile to 
aid in anonymity, a behaviour which participants rated significantly more likely to engage 
in if the innate anonymity of social media was taken away, as per Scenario 2.  
A mean difference was calculated for each of the four social media courtship 
behaviours examined across two scenarios with a change in the anonymity available to 
participants. The mean from Scenario 1 was subtracted from the mean in Scenario 2. For 
the fourth behaviour, which involved creating a fake profile, responses were reverse 
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scored. This was because the mean for use of this item increased when anonymity was 
removed in Scenario 2, which was a significant mean difference but in the opposite 
direction to the other three items. Therefore, a larger mean difference indicated the 
removal of social media anonymity caused a greater a hindrance in their courtship 
behaviours. 
Participants were also asked how a lack of social media anonymity would impact 
their ability to initiate a relationship with someone they met at a party. A one-sample 
t-test (t(193) = 3.72, p < .001) indicated that the mean (M = 4.31, SD = 1.18) was 
significantly above the scale mid-point of four, indicating participants felt it would be 
harder to initiate a relationship. A one way ANOVA indicated there was no effect of 
participant gender, F(1,192) = 1.67, p = .198.  
Participants were also asked whether a lack of social media anonymity would 
motivate them to resort to more traditional or face-to-face methods. A one-sample t-test 
(t(193) = 13.66, p < .001) indicated that the mean (M = 5.33, SD = 1.36) was significantly 
above the scale mid-point of four, indicating participants felt they would be more inclined 
towards traditional methods in this scenario. A one way ANOVA indicated there was no 
effect of participant gender, F(1,192) = 1.22, p = .272.  
Individual differences and information gathering impact in daily life. To explore the 
predictive ability of various individual difference measures on courtship-related 
information gathering, mean scores describing information gathering extent and impact in 
daily life were regressed on the eight individual differences variables in a hierarchical 
multiple regression. Participant gender was entered in the first step to control for any 
effects of gender, and the individual differences variable measures in the second. 
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The addition of individual differences to the prediction model led to a significant 
R2change of 0.175, F(8, 172) = 4.63, p < .001. The full model including participant 
gender was statistically significant, F(9, 172) = 4.38, p < .001, adjusted R2 =0.144. 
Regression coefficients and standard errors for the final model are included in Table 14. 
As Table 14 shows, the only significant predictor in this model was ECRR - Anxiety. 
Participants who were higher in anxious attachment style reported higher levels of 
information gathering in daily life. 
 
Table 14 
Information Gathering In Daily Life 
 Measure 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
 Intercept 0.724 0.980  0.739 .461 
Gender 0.317 0.163 0.152 1.946 .053 
SIAS 0.197 0.119 0.144 1.664 .098 
RSE 0.139 0.161 0.083 0.867 .387 
BIS 0.000 0.024 0.000 -0.004 .997 
ECRR - Anxiety 0.206 0.068 0.287 3.021 .003 
ECRR - Avoidance -0.064 0.064 -0.077 -1.013 .313 
MACH IV -0.106 0.229 -0.044 -0.463 .644 
Primary Psychopathy 0.266 0.162 0.162 1.640 .103 
NPI40 0.020 0.012 0.136 1.615 .108 
 
Individual differences and the impact of anonymity. To explore whether individual 
difference measures predicted the importance placed on anonymity for social media 
courtship information gathering, a hierarchical multiple regression was performed on the 
mean difference of each of these four social behaviours. The same group of individual 
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differences was used, and was put into the model in step two, following participant 
gender in step one. 
For the first strategy (“Actively contact them through Facebook (e.g, add them as a 
friend, message them, and/or write on their wall)”), the addition of individual differences 
to the prediction model was not statistically significant, R2change = 0.032, F(8, 162) = 
0.672, p = .71. The full model including participant gender was not statistically 
significant, F(9, 162) = 0.87, p = .552, adjusted R2 =-0.007.  
For the second strategy (“Browse their Facebook page (e.g, their wall, their posts, and 
their pictures)”), the addition of individual differences to the prediction model was not 
statistically significant, R2change = 0.073, F(8, 163) = 1.69, p = .106. The full model 
including participant gender was statistically significant, F(9, 163) = 2.27, p = .020, 
adjusted R2 = 0.062. Regression coefficients and standard errors for the final model are 
included in Table 15. As shown, the only significant predictor in this model was the BIS. 
Participants who were higher in behavioural inhibition were more likely to find the 
removal of social media anonymity a hindrance in their courtship behaviours. 
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Table 15  
Regression model of gender and individual differences variables predicting impact of 
anonymity in item “Browse their Facebook page (e.g, their wall, their posts, and their 
pictures” 
 Measure 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
 Intercept -3.327 2.293  -1.451 .149 
Gender 0.548 0.378 0.122 1.450 .149 
SIAS 0.383 0.271 0.130 1.412 .160 
RSE 0.527 0.368 0.146 1.429 .155 
BIS 0.145 0.055 0.245 2.624 .010 
ECRR - Anxiety -0.142 0.155 -0.091 -0.914 .362 
ECRR - Avoidance 0.189 0.151 0.104 1.255 .211 
MACH IV 0.221 0.525 0.042 0.420 .675 
Primary Psychopathy -0.143 0.368 -0.040 -0.389 .698 
NPI40 -0.001 0.029 -0.004 -0.041 .968 
 
For the third strategy (“Browse the profile of mutual friends to find information about 
them or photos that they may have posted”), the addition of individual differences to the 
prediction model led to a statistically significant R2change of 0.097, F(8, 166) = 2.32, p = 
.022. The full model including participant gender was statistically significant, F(9, 166) = 
2.83, p = .004, adjusted R2 =0.086. Regression coefficients and standard errors for the 
final model are included in Table 16. As shown, the significant predictors in this model 
were participant gender, the RSE, ECRR – Anxiety, and primary psychopathy. Female 
participants, and participants who were higher in self-esteem and attachment anxiety, 
were more likely to find the removal of social media anonymity a hindrance in their 
courtship behaviours. Conversely, participants who were higher in primary psychopathy 
were less likely to find the removal of social media anonymity a hindrance in their 
courtship behaviours. 
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Table 16 
Regression model of gender and individual differences variables predicting impact of 
anonymity in item “Browse the profile of mutual friends to find information about them or 
photos that they may have posted” 
 Measure 
Unstandardised 
Coefficients 
Standardised 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
 Intercept -5.606 2.282  -2.457 .015 
Gender 0.829 0.375 0.181 2.212 .028 
SIAS -0.225 0.271 -0.075 -0.831 .407 
RSE 1.121 0.369 0.305 3.035 .003 
BIS 0.072 0.055 0.119 1.303 .194 
ECRR - Anxiety 0.387 0.156 0.243 2.477 .014 
ECRR - Avoidance -0.035 0.149 -0.019 -0.232 .817 
MACH IV 0.809 0.527 0.151 1.534 .127 
Primary Psychopathy -0.792 0.370 -0.218 -2.139 .034 
NPI40 -0.019 0.029 -0.057 -0.640 .523 
 
For the fourth strategy (“Create a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to 
become friends with them to anonymously find out more information about them”), the 
addition of individual differences to the prediction model was not statistically significant, 
R2change = 0.063, F(8, 166) = 1.40, p = .201. The full model including participant gender 
was not statistically significant, F(9, 166) = 1.25, p = .268, adjusted R2 =0.013.  
Discussion 
Study Two aimed to explore the extent of information gathering as it impacts on 
daily life – with a particular focus on more obsessive and norm-violating behaviours – as 
well as the role that the inherent anonymity afforded to people online plays in fuelling 
these behaviours. Along with Study One, this study continued the aim of re-examining of 
gender differences in courtship initiation methods, and understanding whether the 
traditional gender difference between direct and indirect courtship still holds true, given 
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the largely indirect and passive nature of social media. This study also included the 
examination of individual difference variables as potential predictors of information 
gathering, and importance placed on anonymity. 
Direct and indirect courtship strategies. When considering direct courtship, the 
Study Two results reaffirmed earlier Study One results that males were more likely to 
make direct approaches than females. Similarly, males responded more positively to 
engaging in direct courtship behaviours than females did. This is also in line with 
expectations from previous research (Clark et al., 1999) showing that when it comes to 
direct courtship, males are more comfortable and prolific. 
When considering indirect courtship, it appears males and females are both active. 
As a group, both genders preferred direct over indirect courtship, and both felt equally 
positive about indirect courtship. Within gender, females prefer indirect courtship over 
direct, as has previously been shown (Grammer, 1989); however males reported no 
significant difference between direct and indirect courtship. 
Overall, this series of results paints a picture where the traditional gender roles of 
males engaging directly, and females indirectly (Weerth & Kalma, 1995), has shifted 
slightly. Direct courtship is still the domain of males, however indirect courtship is more 
equally used by both genders, indicating a shift where males have increased their indirect 
courtship preference to be on par with females. This may be due to increasing use of the 
larger range of social and new media methods now available, most of which are more 
indirect than traditional methods, and the impact this is having on courtship. That impact 
may not yet have fully changed the direct and indirect balance, with participants 
indicating they imagined their romantic courtship targets would be more positive in 
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receiving direct courtship advances, rather than indirect. This finding may be somewhat 
limited, however, due to a slightly less than ideal reliability score (α less than .70) for 
imagining romantic target emotions in the direct scenario. 
Impact of anonymity. Inherent in social media is an assumed anonymity when it 
comes to passively consuming information (Cajigas, 2011). While this is an accepted part 
of social media, Study Two examined whether this anonymity was motivating the use of 
information gathering behaviours. By hypothetically removing the anonymity inherent in 
social media passive information gathering, there was a significant decrease in all 
Facebook related courtship activities. However, there was an increase in the desire to 
create a fake online profile, suggesting participants saw this as a possible solution to the 
hypothetical lack of anonymity. In general, without the ability to anonymously gather 
information via social media, participants felt they would have a slightly more difficult 
time initiating a relationship, and that it would prompt them to rely on more traditional 
methods.  
Results to be presented in Chapter Four show information gathering behaviours have 
become a well-accepted part of courtship initiation. However it appears they exist in part 
because of the ability to perform them anonymously. This illustrates the previously (e.g. 
Fox et al., 2013) highlighted role that anonymity plays in facilitating social media 
courtship and information gathering behaviours: if the inherent anonymity is removed, 
the appeal of these behaviours drop, and other avenues to regain anonymity become more 
popular. This may also provide insight into the finding from Study One showing a 
misalignment between participants rating of their date’s information gathering and their 
imagined date’s rating of their own information gathering, such that while participants 
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reported being flattered to be on the receiving end of indirect information gathering 
behaviours by a romantic target, they felt their romantic targets would be uncomfortable 
if behaviours were reversed and the participant was found to have been gathering 
information. One interpretation of this finding is that perceived anonymity and a desire to 
not appear to be taking advantage of that anonymity, may be driving the unwillingness to 
openly accept information gathering behaviours. 
Individual differences measures. 
Information gathering impact in daily life. Although previous research found that 
avoidant attachment style is negatively associated Facebook-related jealousy and 
surveillance in current relationships (Marshall, Bejanyan, Castro & Lee, 2012; Reed et 
al., 2015), avoidant attachment style did not predict lower information gathering impact 
in daily life for courtship in the current study. Higher social anxiety also did not predict 
increased information gathering impact in daily life, despite previous findings linking 
social anxiety to a greater reliance on online interaction (Pierce, 2009). This is surprising 
as it could be expected that people higher in social anxiety would attempt to alleviate that 
anxiety and reduce the uncertainty that comes with novel social interactions by gathering 
information on prospective partners – in much the same way that those with relationship 
anxiety may do for current partners. 
In contrast, higher anxious attachment style predicted a greater extent and impact of 
information gathering for courtship initiation. This is in line with previous research 
showing that high anxious attachment style predicts information gathering at later stages 
of a romantic relationship – in both current (e.g. Marshall et al., 2013), and past romantic 
relationships (e.g. Muise, Christofides, & Desmarais, 2013) – and that those high in 
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anxious attachment style are more likely to repeatedly seek out these behaviours, and 
over time find themselves engaging in more and more information gathering and 
monitoring (Reed et al., 2016). It is understandable that someone who experiences more 
relationship-based anxiety will attempt to alleviate that anxiety through any means 
available. Most of the available means in a relationship outside of direct confrontation 
tend to fall under the category of passive information gathering, uncertainty reduction, 
and partner monitoring. This is also consistent with the theoretical basis underpinning 
anxious attachment style (Brennan et al., 1998), which suggests that those with high 
anxious attachment style are more likely to repeatedly and persistently engage in certain 
behaviours (e.g. pursuing another other person; Patton et al., 2010), not unlike the types 
of information gathering behaviours examined here.  
Anxious attachment style also has a strong relationship with relational uncertainty 
and the desire to reduce uncertainty. Those high in attachment anxiety have been shown 
to experience much greater relational uncertainty in current relationships, and as a result 
to engage in social media monitoring and information gathering (Fox & Warber, 2014). 
The authors note that the rise in social media has markedly increased the ability for those 
with anxious attachment style to maintain the ability to gather information about a 
partner. Earlier research also shows that those higher in anxious attachment style are 
more likely to experience current relationship jealousy, which in turn was linked to 
relational uncertainty (Knobloch et al., 2001). 
The effect of gender on information gathering approached significance (p = .053), 
suggesting that information gathering had a greater impact on the lives of female 
participants than on the lives of males. Although this finding is consistent with previous 
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results and research, future studies with greater statistical power will be needed to further 
explore the effects of gender on information gathering. 
Impact of anonymity. There were no significant predictors of mean difference 
between the regular anonymous condition and the condition with anonymity removed, for 
either actively contacting a romantic target on Facebook, or creating a fake profile to 
gather information. In both cases, this may be because the mean difference between both 
sampled scenarios was so low. However, several individual differences variables were 
significant predictors for the two information gathering behaviours.  
Those high in behavioural inhibition were more likely to find removing anonymity 
an increased hindrance when it comes to browsing the Facebook page of a romantic 
target. Modern theories underpinning the BIS/BAS system view behavioural inhibition as 
a moderator between behavioural activation leading to approach, and the fight flight 
freeze system leading to avoidance. When presented with potential punishment or reward 
that prompts a conflict between the desire to approach and avoid, behavioural inhibition 
moderates the effects of punishment or reward on approach or avoidant behavioural 
responses. Those higher in inhibition focus more on attention behaviours such as 
environmental monitoring, scanning, and risk assessment, as well as arousal 
(McNaughton & Corr, 2004). In a romantic courtship setting, this monitoring and risk 
assessment may well take the form of information gathering. Previous research has also 
shown those lower in behavioural inhibition are more likely to engage in cyberstalking 
(Runions et al., 2016), so it is not surprising that those higher in behavioural inhibition 
may comparatively retreat from online information gathering when anonymity is 
removed. 
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In regards to browsing the Facebook profile of a mutual friend to find information 
about a romantic target, females, as well as those high in self-esteem and attachment 
anxiety, and low in primary psychopathy, were all more likely to find the removal of 
social media anonymity a hindrance to their courtship behaviour. Previous results from 
Studies One and Two, as well as past research (e.g. Weerth & Kalma, 1995) have shown 
that females are less likely to engage in direct courtship than males. By removing 
anonymity from a previously hidden activity, that behaviour becomes far more direct, 
which may explain why females reported that they would be comparatively less likely to 
engage in this behaviour. Previous research has also shown that those high in primary 
psychopathy are more likely to engage in certain prosocial behaviours only when others 
are watching (White, 2014), and therefore it would be expected that those higher in 
primary psychopathy reported being less likely to be hindered by removing anonymity 
from their social media courtship behaviours.  
More unexpected were the results that those high in self-esteem and anxious 
attachment style reported being less likely to use social media for courtship and 
information gathering when anonymity was removed. Those high in anxious attachment 
style typically engage in more social media monitoring (Reed at al., 2015). Those high in 
attachment anxiety typically also experience more relationship jealousy, and this tends to 
motivate more information gathering (Fox & Warber, 2014). To that end, those higher in 
anxious attachment style have been shown to express a preference for increased 
relationship visibility on Facebook (Emery, Muise, Dix, & Le, 2014), and as a result one 
might imagine that removing anonymity and making their courtship strategies more 
public would have been an encouragement, rather than a deterrent. However, as these 
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results suggest, it may be that the reason behind this reliance on social media monitoring 
is the anonymity it affords. 
People lower in self-esteem have also been shown to rely on more social media for 
communication and social networking (Tazghini & Siedlecki, 2013). It could therefore be 
reasonably expected that those higher in self-esteem would conversely be less worried 
about using social media for courtship at all, and given their higher self-esteem, less 
concerned about losing anonymity in regards to social media courtship, and making their 
courtship initiation methods known. It is possible that people view information gathering 
as a less popular and socially-maligned courtship strategy – and there is evidence of this 
from Study One where participants were much more likely to report that others were 
engaging in information gathering than themselves – and therefore those with high 
self-esteem feel they have more to lose by having their courtship strategies exposed. Both 
these results would be worth examining further in future studies. 
Also surprising are the individual difference measures that did not predict an 
importance on anonymity. Those high in Machiavellianism (Abell & Brewer, 2014) and 
narcissism (Winter et al., 2014) have been shown to rely on social media for 
self-promotion and self-disclosure. Based on previous findings, as well as the theoretical 
basis underpinning narcissism, including elements of seeking admiration and attention 
(Paulhus & Williams, 2002), it was predicted that those high in narcissism or 
Machiavellianism, would be significantly less worried about the loss of anonymity and 
may in fact enjoy it – allowing them to be more overtly proud of their courtship 
strategies. It may be the case that being caught browsing someone’s Facebook page or the 
profile of a mutual friend may not provide individuals high in narcissism or 
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Machiavellianism with the kind of attention-seeking that they desire. Future research 
could examine how anonymity affects social media behaviours that involve greater 
elements of self-promotion. 
It should be noted that both significant regression models accounted for a small 
adjusted R2, accounting for 6.2% (browsing their Facebook page) and 8.6% (browsing the 
profile of a mutual friend) of the variance respectfully. Therefore results must be 
considered in this context, and future research may seek to confirm that these measures 
indeed account for so little variance. The impact of anonymity on social media 
information gathering for romantic relationship initiation is a complex question, and 
while the variables used were theoretically the most relevant, there are clearly many 
others involved, which further research could also explore.  
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Chapter Four – Factor Analysis 
Introduction and Aim 
Study One provided an introduction into how and why people use a variety of direct 
and indirect courtship initiation methods, what views people hold about those strategies, 
and what role gender differences play. Study Two examined further the gender 
differences in direct and indirect courtship initiation, as well as with information 
gathering, the importance of anonymity, and whether individual differences predict 
information gathering behaviours.  
One set of questions pertaining to 22 courtship strategies was presented in both 
Studies One and Two. These questions were included to define and categorise the broad 
range of courtship strategies that exist, and to provide insight into what strategies people 
deem as acceptable, and why. The aim of this chapter was to conduct an initial 
examination into the underlying structure present when considering the acceptability of a 
large range of possible courtship behaviours, and in doing so explore the latent constructs 
and factors that underpin differences in perceived acceptability of courtship behaviours. 
Thus, this chapter reports an exploratory factor analysis on the combined data from 
Studies One and Two regarding the acceptability of 22 courtship strategies. It also 
includes a separate analysis examining the effect of including a Snapchat item as a 23rd 
item, using just Study Two data. The aim of these analyses was to explore what strategies 
participants view as being of similar acceptability across a range of direct and indirect 
courtship strategies. 
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Method 
Participants. A combined sample of Studies One and Two totalling 379 participants 
(69% female; M age 19.60, SD = 3.07) was used. For the main analysis, responses were 
combined for the 22 identical items appearing in both Studies One and Two (rather than 
analysing data from Studies One and Two separately). This was to allow for greater 
statistical power and a more robust factor analysis given the number of items analysed. 
Materials. The same vignette and questions were used in both Study One and Two: 
"Imagine you are at a party or social event, and meet someone new there. This person is 
of the gender to which you are normally attracted; and you are both single. You chat for a 
while, exchange basic personal information, and then part ways. To what extent would 
you find it acceptable if the person you had just met performed the following actions 
[insert various direct and indirect courtship initiation strategies]?” (1 = not at all 
acceptable, 7 = very acceptable)”. Twenty-two strategies were presented in both studies. 
Example strategies included “Asked friends about you”, “Googled you, or searched 
online for you”, or “Created a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to 
become friends with you, to anonymously find out more information about you”. 
An additional strategy, “Asked if you were on Snapchat”, was included only in Study 
Two. In the time between Study One and Study Two being devised and run, Snapchat 
rose to prominence as a communication method.  Snapchat is a photo sharing 
application where photos disappear and delete within 10 seconds of being opened by the 
recipient. It has become frequently used for sending nude or risqué photos (typically 
called ‘sexting’), knowing they will only be viewed for a short moment. Vaterlaus, 
Barnett, Roche, and Young (2016) outlined how young adults (aged 18 to 23) are using 
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Snapchat in regards to relationship communication, describing how Snapchat allows 
people to communicate through pictures and show emotion, without having to text or 
type. Utz, Muscanell, and Khalid (2015) found that Snapchat was playing an increasingly 
important role in flirting and courtship initiation, and that it was also a cause of 
significant relationship jealousy between current romantic partners. Due to the sudden 
prominence of Snapchat, it was included as a courtship method in examining 
acceptability in Study Two. 
Procedure. The vignette and questions were embedded within the larger surveys 
described in Chapters Two and Three.   
Results 
An exploratory factor analysis was first performed on the full set of 22 items with 
data combined from Studies One and Two, as well as an additional factor analysis on data 
from just Study Two to examine the effect of the Snapchat item. Factors were then 
refined based on the full analysis, with cross-loading items and items which weakened the 
reliability of each factor (judged using Cronbach’s α) removed. A subsequent factor 
analysis was then run on the remaining items to confirm whether the items loaded onto 
the same factors in a similar manner. 
Factor analysis: All items.  
Combined data from Studies One and Two. Responses from the 22 items common to 
both Studies One and Two were combined and used to examine the acceptability of 
different strategies. Assumptions were checked to examine whether it was appropriate to 
conduct a factor analysis on responses to the 22 items. There were no concerns regarding 
item multicollinearity, and the results of both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
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Sampling Adequacy (KMO = .776) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (2 
(231) = 3612.71, p < .001), suggesting a factor analysis was suitable. 
An initial factor analysis was performed using principal axis factoring (PAF), with 
oblique rotation (direct oblimin), to understand correlation of factors. Kaiser’s criterion 
suggests retaining all factors with Eigen values above 1 – in this case 5 factors. However 
an examination of the Scree Plot (see Appendix F) suggested retaining 4 factors. Both 
solutions were examined for interpretability, with a 4 factor solution proving far more 
interpretable with items evenly distributed along thematic lines.  
In examining factor correlations, no factors were highly correlated with another. As a 
result, orthogonal rotation was selected as the most appropriate rotation. See Table 17 for 
correlations. 
 
Table 17 
Factor Correlation Matrix (22 Items) 
Factor 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000    
2 .130 1.000   
3 .167 .201 1.000  
4 -.149 -.142 -.275 1.000 
 
The factor analysis was re-run using PAF extraction with varimax rotation. Again, a 
4 factor solution proved far more interpretable and in line with the scree plot. See Table 
18 for item loadings (loadings less than 0.3 are removed for ease of reading). The 4 factor 
model explained 56.806% of the variance (see Appendix G). 
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Table 18 
Rotated Factor Matrix – Factor Loadings (22 Items) 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Browsed your Facebook page (e.g. your wall, your posts, and 
your pictures) 
.777    
Asked friends about you .716    
Browsed the profile of mutual friends to find information or 
photos about you or that you may have posted 
.680    
Asked someone who knows you (e.g. a mutual friend) if you are 
interested in them 
.659    
Actively contacted you through Facebook (e.g. added you as a 
friend, messaged you, and/or wrote on your wall) 
.624    
Actively searched for you on another social media site (e.g. 
Twitter, Instagram) 
.620    
Saw where you had 'checked in' and went to that location in 
order to run into you? (Twitter and Facebook now allow people 
to advertise on their profile where they are currently in real life, 
via 'checking in'.) 
 .712   
Created a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to 
become friends with you, to anonymously find out more 
information about you 
 .652   
Looked up your address online or on a map  .611   
Went to where you might be in an attempt to see you from a 
distance 
 .596  .356 
Went to where you might be in an attempt to surreptitiously run 
into you (such as waiting outside your home, work, or class) 
 .486  .392 
Tried to log in or hack into your account  .476   
Googled you, or searched online for you .373 .384   
Wrote you a letter/card, or left you a note  .341 .732  
Sent you a gift  .328 .662  
Called you   .595 .327 
Emailed you   .542  
Asked you out directly (via any method)   .534  
Text messaged you .385  .386  
Called you deliberately but under the guise of an accident so that 
they can talk to you 
   .874 
Text messaged you deliberately but under the guise of an 
accident so that they can talk to you 
   .795 
Called you but then hung up as soon as you answered  .393  .438 
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Data from Study Two only. A second factor analysis was performed on just Study 
Two results (65% female; mean age 19.95, SD = 3.45), including the Snapchat item, to 
test the effect of Snapchat on the factors. Results indicated no multicollinearity; KMO = 
.769; and a significant Bartlett’s result (2 (253) = 2074.24, p < .001). Factor analysis 
with PAF and varimax rotation was run, and a 4 factor solution was retained. This was 
supported by the Scree Plot, as well as the results from the full combined analysis. The 4 
factors were identical in items to those generated by the larger analysis, and the item 
concerning Snapchat loaded cleanly onto Factor 1 (loading of 0.551). 
Factor analysis: Refined items. To refine the factors which emerged from the 
combined Study One and Two data, five cross-loading items were removed (“Googled 
you, or searched online for you”, “text messaged you”, “went to where you might be in 
an attempt to surreptitiously run into you (such as waiting outside your home, work, or 
class)”, “went to where you might be in an attempt to see you from a distance”, and 
“called you but then hung up as soon as you answered”). An additional factor analysis 
using PAF extraction and varimax rotation was performed on the remaining 17 items, 
with KMO = .744, and a significant Bartlett’s result (2 (136) = 2613.94, p < .001). A 4 
factor solution was indicated by both Kaiser’s criterion, and inspection of the Scree Plot 
(see Appendix H). The remaining 17 items analysed paired into 4 factors in exactly the 
same groups as previously (see Table 19 for item loadings), and explained 61.674% of 
the variance (see Appendix I). 
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Table 19 
Rotated Factor Matrix – Factor Loadings (17 Items) 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 
Browsed your Facebook page (e.g. your wall, your posts, and 
your pictures) 
.776    
Asked friends about you .745    
Browsed the profile of mutual friends to find information or 
photos about you or that you may have posted 
.688    
Asked someone who knows you (e.g. a mutual friend) if you 
are interested in them 
.669    
Actively contacted you through Facebook (e.g. added you as a 
friend, messaged you, and/or wrote on your wall) 
.606    
Actively searched for you on another social media site (e.g. 
Twitter, Instagram) 
.603    
Wrote you a letter/card, or left you a note  .822   
Sent you a gift  .749   
Called you  .540  .317 
Emailed you  .508   
Asked you out directly (via any method)  .466   
Created a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to 
become friends with you, to anonymously find out more 
information about you 
  .738  
Saw where you had 'checked in' and went to that location in 
order to run into you? (Twitter and Facebook now allow people 
to advertise on their profile where they are currently in real life, 
via 'checking in'.) 
  .633  
Looked up your address online or on a map   .625  
Tried to log in or hack into your account   .589  
Called you deliberately but under the guise of an accident so 
that they can talk to you 
   .942 
Text messaged you deliberately but under the guise of an 
accident so that they can talk to you 
   .792 
 
Cronbach α analysis was then performed on each factor. Factor 1 (numbers as per 
second factor analysis; ‘indirect or social media’) had an α of 0.834 across 6 items. Factor 
2 (‘direct or traditional’) had an α of 0.764 across 5 items. Factor 3 (‘threatening’) had an 
α of 0.725 across 4 items. Factor 4 (‘obsessive’) had an α of 0.895 across 2 items. No 
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factors had improved reliability by deleting any items. Descriptives for each factor are 
shown in Table 20.  
 
Table 20  
Factor Descriptives and Mean Acceptability (17 Items) 
 Factor N Mean Std. Deviation 
Factor 1 376 5.42 1.05 
Factor 2 378 5.05 1.31 
Factor 3 376 1.57 0.80 
Factor 4 379 4.46 1.83 
 
A repeated measures ANOVA was used to compare the means for each factor. A 
Huynh-Feldt correction was employed (epsilon = 0.799) as Mauchly’s test indicated a 
violation of the assumption of sphericity (2(5) = 156.79, p < .001). A significant effect in 
both cases indicated differences in approval as a function of courtship method, F(2.397, 
894.038) = 828.47, p < .001, partial η2 = 0.690. Post hoc comparisons using Bonferroni 
correction showed all factors were significantly different from each other, ps < .001. 
Discussion 
Understanding the acceptability of courtship behaviours is essential to determine how 
groups of people currently engage in courtship. Typically, courtship behaviours are 
enacted to elicit an expected reaction in the target person (e.g. traditional courtship 
signalling; Grammer, 1989), and follow an understood and expected pattern of escalation 
(Fox & Anderegg, 2014). However, no research has explored the acceptability of more 
modern courtship behaviours, including those using social media, and those which may 
be deemed as norm-violating or bordering on cyberstalking (Chaulk & Jones, 2011).  
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The current exploratory factor analysis revealed a four factor structure for the 
acceptability of courtship behaviours. A clear picture emerges looking at the four factors. 
Factor 3 (factor numbers as per second factor analysis) grouped together the most 
threatening items with stalking tendencies, such as hacking into your social media 
account, or creating a fake profile – in line with the cyberstalking behaviours described 
by Chaulk and Jones (2011). Factor 4 included deceptive items with obsessive tendencies, 
such as calling under pretence. Factor 1 consisted of items with a more indirect approach 
including those using social media, such as information gathering activities (e.g. asking 
mutual friends, browsing Facebook profiles). Factor 2 included more traditional or direct 
courtship items, such as calling the other person, sending a gift, or asking the other person 
out directly. Factor 1 was deemed most acceptable by participants, supporting results 
from Study Two, which previously indicated a greater overall preference for indirect 
methods of courtship. The two more norm-violating factors (Factors 3 and 4) were there 
least acceptable, with the threatening Factor 3 markedly less acceptable than the other 
factors. 
The more benign uses of social media for information gathering, as considered by 
Fox and Anderegg (2014), appeared to group together in Factor 1. However the more 
norm-violating behaviours that utilise social media (such as “saw where you had 'checked 
in' and went to that location in order to run into you”; Factor 3), or modern media (such 
as “text messaged you deliberately but under the guise of an accident so that they can talk 
to you”; Factor 4), were clearly considered as very separate groups of behaviours to the 
more benign behaviours captured in Factor 1, and less acceptable (particularly Factor 3). 
This was despite the fact that – at their core – the items comprising these factors were all 
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social media-facilitated information gathering and indirect courtship strategies. This 
suggests a clear line where social and modern media-facilitated courtship moves from 
acceptable to norm-violating and unacceptable, as described by Cajigas (2011), as well as 
helping to illustrate the behaviours that characterise strategies on either side of that line. 
Equally interesting are cross-loading items, which tell a story of how the largely 
young adult participant group viewed certain actions as being interpretable in a number of 
ways. For example, while browsing a Facebook page sat comfortably within the indirect 
and social media factor, Googling or searching the wider internet loaded onto both 
indirect and social media (Factor 1), and more threatening and invasive behaviours 
(Factor 3). Similarly, while writing a letter or leaving a note loaded strongly on traditional 
courtship strategies (Factor 2), it was also viewed as slightly threatening and invasive 
(Factor 3) – potentially given how rare handwritten notes now are in modern society. 
Text messaging loaded almost equally on traditional (Factor 2) as well as modern and 
social media strategies (Factor 1), in line with its status as the most acceptable and 
ingrained form of technology-facilitated communication. Finally the more alarming of the 
deceptive and obsessive items (from Factor 4) involving in-person behaviours, such as 
observing from a distance or waiting to meet someone, also loaded onto the threatening 
and invasive factor (Factor 3). This highlights how these behaviours are viewed as more 
threatening, in addition to being obsessive and deceptive, in comparison to more benign 
items from Factor 4 such as texting someone and pretending to have done so by accident. 
When Snapchat was included and the factor analysis was run on solely Study Two 
responses, Snapchat loaded onto the ‘indirect or social media’ factor (Factor 1) indicating 
that despite its risqué functionality and connotations, Snapchat is viewed as a largely 
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acceptable modern method for communication and courtship, rather than intrusive or 
threatening. This is in line with recent research highlighting the important role Snapchat 
plays in modern communication (Vaterlaus et al., 2016). 
 While outside the scope of this current thesis, future research could confirm this 
factor structure through a confirmatory factor analysis, and test whether the constructs 
underlying the factor groupings hold true, even as the representative behaviours may 
change. Further, these factors could then be analysed alongside gender and the individual 
difference measures used in Study 2.  
The behaviours analysed here are a snapshot of some of the more common courtship 
behaviours at the present time. However social media is forever changing, and new ways 
of interacting and initiating courtship will continually be developed. Therefore, it is 
important to place these results into the relevant context, rather than assume the ability to 
generalise into the future. To illustrate, Study Two was run at a time when Snapchat was 
rapidly increasing in popularity. In very recent studies, Snapchat was found to promote 
more enjoyable interactions when compared to other social media, as it allows for the 
sharing of spontaneous and ephemeral media and experiences more quickly (Bayer, 
Ellison, Schoenebeck, & Falk, 2015). Future research could more closely examining the 
role of Snapchat in courtship initiation, along with other methods of social media 
courtship that may evolve over time, in order to better understand the changing landscape 
of courtship initiation 
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Chapter Five – General Discussion 
Summary of Thesis Aims 
As outlined at the end of Chapter One, the overall aim of this thesis was to examine 
the role that social and modern media play in courtship initiation. Previous research has 
established gender norms for face to face courtship along the lines of direct and indirect 
courtship initiation behaviours (e.g. McCormick, 1979). Research has also explored how 
social and modern media have taken over our methods of communication, and 
implications for romantic relationships – initiation (Fox et al., 2013), maintenance (Toma 
& Choi, 2015), and post-breakup (Tong, 2013). Some research has considered the ability 
afforded by social media to gather information on a potential or current romantic partner. 
However no research has considered all these subjects together, which is essential as they 
are interrelated – social and modern media give rise to a range of new courtship 
behaviours, some of which rely on information gathering, and some of which redefine 
what is considered as direct or indirect. No research has also considered the range of 
norm-violating behaviours available on social media, their role in information gathering, 
and their use in courtship. The current thesis was designed to address these gaps. The 
current findings are summarised below, along with a discussion of key themes, 
implications, limitations, and future directions. 
Direct and Indirect Courtship Gender Differences 
The current thesis examined how a group of young adults engaged in courtship along 
direct and indirect lines. The results of Study One indicated that males were thought of as 
being more direct, and females as being more indirect. This is in line with previous 
research showing a clear gender difference in gender courtship behaviour preference with 
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regard to offline behaviours, with males typically taking the direct route and females 
taking the indirect (Clark et al., 1999). However, Study Two suggested that while males 
reported being more prolific than females when it came to direct courtship, there was no 
difference in indirect courtship use. This may suggest that males are engaging in more 
courtship initiation overall, but that their preferred methods have evolved – indeed Study 
Two found no difference in preference for males between direct or indirect, contrary to 
previous research (e.g. Clark et al., 1999). This may be a result of the changing methods 
of courtship, and an embracing of the more indirect methods available via social and 
modern media. Social media has changed how we communicate and engage with other 
people. A large part of our communication is done via social and modern media, and as a 
result there is an inherent indirectness involved in the communication – it is not as 
confronting as face to face communication (Tazghini & Siedlecki, 2013), and it allows 
time for reflection and refinement before engaging further in an interaction (Fox et al., 
2013).  
Although the current studies shed light on current use of direct and indirect methods 
more broadly, one limitation is that they did not directly examine participants’ 
perceptions of what constitutes indirect methods. Indirect courtship behaviours, as studied 
by Weerth and Kalma (1995), were comprised of eye contact, standing closer to someone, 
talking to someone nearby, asking a friend to make an introduction, and reciprocal 
listening behaviours. While these still hold relevance in face to face interactions, the rise 
of social and modern media as our main communication tools – and the inherent 
indirectness of these methods of communicating – means that what people understand as 
indirect may have shifted. Therefore identifying what courtship behaviours participants 
105 
imagine when asked about direct or indirect courtship, and whether there is consensus 
across demographic groups in rating a particular behaviour as either direct or indirect, 
would be a valuable follow up study to further develop the work commenced in this 
thesis. 
Information Gathering  
 Social media is founded on a basis of self-disclosure, and the willingness to 
publicise personal information to a network of one’s choosing. As such, social media 
provides a powerful tool to gather information about a potential new romantic partner, as 
shown in Study One. When presented with a hypothetical date scenario, participants 
overwhelmingly said they would engage in information gathering before going on the 
date. Almost one in five even said they opened up their privacy settings on social media 
to allow potential suitors access. These results are in line with recent research showing 
that people spent the most time consuming information on social media, rather than 
posting their own (Pempek et al., 2009), and that  over 50% of people admitted to 
engaging in information gathering on Facebook (Cajigas, 2011). It is well understood and 
reported that information gathering and passive information consumption is at the core of 
social media use (Doodson et al., 2013). For example, Soffer and Cohen (2015) found 
that people are well aware that by participating in social media they are giving out 
personal information that could be accessed by people other than the desired audience, 
but felt that was part of the price to pay to be part of the social media world. 
Interestingly, when on the hypothetical date presented in Study One, participants 
judged their date who had engaged in information gathering more positively than they felt 
they themselves would be judged by their date for the same behaviour. The revelation of 
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information gathering by the participants’ hypothetical date elicited primarily positive 
emotional reactions by the participants, who felt flattered and attractive. However, being 
caught engaging in the same information gathering behaviours themselves by their date 
elicited primarily negative emotional reactions in participants, who imagined they would 
feel embarrassed and uncomfortable. This suggests that people understand the role that 
information gathering in general plays in a romantic courtship setting, and that both 
parties were likely to engage in information gathering was no surprise. However the fact 
that participants were more positive about their date gathering information than they felt 
their date would be able them gathering information suggests there may still be a stigma 
associated with information gathering, and possibly it is something that is widely done 
but not overtly discussed. 
The information gathering description used in the Study One date scenario was 
“searched for information online”, which is reminiscent of the benign behaviours such as 
browsing a friend’s profile examined in previous research (Fox & Anderegg, 2014). 
However, information gathering courtship behaviours can take a number of forms, 
including more maladaptive and norm-violating, which have not been examined in 
previous research. Offline obsessive relational intrusion (ORI) and online cyberstalking 
flourish in an environment such as social media, where there is an abundance of personal 
information to consume, and the anonymity to do so without being discovered. As a 
result, there is significant scope for social media to facilitate a range of more 
norm-violating information gathering courtship behaviours (e.g. Lindsay & Krysik, 
2012). It is possible these behaviours are being more widely used in online courtship 
because they are deemed acceptable in that context. For example, behaviours such as 
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browsing photos on a person’s profile can be widely accepted (e.g. Yang et al., 2013), 
when an offline version of the same behaviour may be considered stalking. However, 
courtship behaviours – whether online or offline – can easily veer into ORI and 
cyberstalking, which in turn can be continually fuelled by the ability and access to 
monitor someone (Williams & Frieze, 2005) – such as that afforded on social media. 
The current thesis also sought to examine how such behaviours may manifest in the 
context of online and offline courtship. An exploratory factor analysis on combined 
results from Studies One and Two examined the acceptability of a range of courtship 
behaviours, from benign to norm-violating. Results showed a clear distinction between 
the different groups of behaviours. The group of behaviours which was well accepted 
(Factor 1) seem to be mostly facilitating information gathering with a potential view 
towards uncertainty reduction. Uncertainty Reduction Theory (Berger & Calabrese, 1975) 
suggests that, in any initial social interaction, people will attempt to reduce uncertainty 
about the other person by gathering information, which will then lead to increased 
communication, intimacy, and liking. This is particularly relevant to social media, which 
offers a large amount of information, but does so ambiguously and with uncertainty 
(Muise, Christofides, & Desmarais, 2009), given the limited social context and 
interpersonal cues to appropriately interpret information. By contrast, reducing 
uncertainty through social media can result in stronger social friendships and bonds 
(Antheunis, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2010). 
Uncertainty Reduction Theory outlines four methods of gathering information. Three 
of these methods— passive, active, and interactive (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), are used 
both offline and online. Active strategies focus on seeking out information about the target 
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without engaging the target, for example asking others about the target. Passive strategies 
include elements of observing the target without them knowing. Interactive strategies are 
those involving direct communication with the target. Extractive methods (Ramirez, 
Walther, Burgoon, & Sunnafrank, 2002) are devised for specific online behaviours, and 
involve active searching of online databases, archives, websites, and so on. The behaviours 
outlined in Chapter Four demonstrate elements of all these uncertainty reduction methods, 
and in particular the behaviours deemed most acceptable (indirect and social media 
behaviours from Factor 1), are most similar to active and extractive uncertainty reduction. 
Therefore it is possible that uncertainty reduction is motivating the acceptability of 
information gathering via social media. 
However, social media is an inherently ambiguous world with understood privacy 
risks (Soffer & Cohen, 2015). Previous research by Kramer (1999) has shown that 
reduction is not always the goal when faced with uncertainty, and that there are many 
possible uncertainty management options. He suggested that tolerance for uncertainty, as 
well as the ability to create certainty through other methods, were factors people may 
consider before deciding to gather information to reduce uncertainty. Therefore, it is also 
possible that uncertainty is an accepted part of social media interactions, rather than a drive 
to reduction. 
Whether or not they are motivated by uncertainty reduction, information gathering 
behaviours can escalate to approach a clear line where they begin to veer into 
cyberstalking and other maladaptive behaviours. Cajigas (2011) describes this line as one 
which most people understand to be unacceptable, but may be promoted due to the 
anonymity and information gathering opportunity presented by social media. In the factor 
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analysis, the group which was deemed unacceptable included behaviours very similar to 
cyberstalking (Chaulk and Jones, 2011; Lyndon et al., 2011), and ORI (Spitzberg & 
Cupach, 2003). Thus, the results from this thesis indicated that there is a very clear line 
between information gathering behaviours that are acceptable and benign, and 
information gathering behaviours that are norm-violating, maladaptive, and unacceptable. 
Future research could further examine the difference in acceptability between benign and 
norm-violating information gathering behaviours, and whether the same distinction is 
made when considering actual participant use of these behaviours. As previously 
highlighted in Chapter Two by the distinction between what participants report doing, 
and how they rate the behaviours of others, it is possible that social desirability bias may 
dampen potential results gathered on participant use. Given these behaviours were asked 
in a hypothetical scenario, it is possible that – while deemed more or less acceptable 
when presented as 22 equal options – these behaviours vary in real world likelihood of 
use, and would group differently based on actual participant use. Further research could 
also consider the mediating role of uncertainty reduction, and whether the desire to 
reduce uncertainty predicts a willingness to engage in benign information gathering, but 
not the more norm-violating behaviours also examined here.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
Although the current research yielded new insights into the role of social and modern 
media in courtship initiation, several limitations should be noted. As both studies used 
self-report surveys based on hypothetical examples, it is possible that actual observed 
behaviour may differ from what participants were willing and able to report. Future 
research may benefit from including measures of socially desirable responding. Similarly, 
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many questions addressed acceptability rather than direct behaviour. Thus, there is an 
opportunity for future research to examine participant behaviour in an experimental 
setting, to understand whether actual behaviour is different from the hypothetical 
behaviour and accepted behaviour reported in these studies. 
Several items were created specifically for the current studies, including the items 
assessing information gathering impact in daily life, and the list of behaviours used in 
courtship initiation. This was necessary, as there was no previous research which 
adequately captured these variables in scale items. Thus, although the current findings  
provide an important initial step in understanding how people engage in information 
gathering, and how they perceive courtship behaviours, the reliability and validity of 
these measures could be explored further in future research. 
Another limitation was that the samples were comprised of young adults studying at 
university. Although there were sufficient numbers of males and females in the samples 
to permit analysis of gender differences, the majority of the participants were female. In 
addition, most participants identified as heterosexual. Given that courtship behaviours 
and social media use can both vary significantly by demographic group, further 
examination is needed before generalising these results outside those represented in the 
sample group. 
A potential direction for future research is to consider how relationships formed 
through behaviours may develop through the relationship lifecycle, and whether 
increased social media or information gathering in courtship predicts greater information 
gathering or social media jealousy in current and ex-partner relationships. How one meets 
a partner can impact the longevity, quality, and outcomes of the relationship, as suggested 
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by the finding that relationships formed online are typically characterised as being lower 
in commitment (Cornwell & Lundgren, 2001). The same accessibility to information and 
anonymity that facilitated the courtship information gathering described in Chapters 
Three and Four can also change the dynamic of existing romantic relationships. The 
information available includes an available online history of past romantic relationships, 
and a highly visible source of photographs and other communications with friendly 
members of the opposite sex, and this information can often be ambiguous due to limited 
context.  
Social media related activities early in a relationship, similar to the facilitation of 
courtship via social media described in this thesis, can have impacts later in the 
relationship. Toma and Choi (2015) examined the predictive value of different Facebook 
actions on a current romantic relationship, and found that relationship presentation 
behaviours such as being listed as in a relationship, and posting couple photos, predicted 
increased relationship commitment and likelihood of being together after six months. 
However more anxious relationship behaviours, which have been shown to predict 
information gathering in courtship (Chapter Three of this thesis), such as adding many of 
your partners’ friends and mutual connections, or posting an increasing number of 
messages on your partners’ profile, predicted lower relationship commitment in the long 
run. 
Despite social media being such an integral component of daily life, with over three 
quarters of people using it daily (Chapter two of this thesis), a heavy reliance on social 
media can impact a romantic relationship, leading to dissolution of relationships and 
significant post-relationship partner monitoring (Clayton, Nagurney, & Smith, 2013; Fox 
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& Tokunaga, 2015). High levels of Twitter (Clayton, 2014) and Facebook (Muise, 
Christofides, Desmarais, 2009) use have both been shown to lead to increased Twitter or 
Facebook-instigated conflict and jealousy between current romantic partners, and 
subsequently to negative relationship outcomes. This is, in part, because of a loop where 
Facebook provides unique access to ambiguous posts, photos, and interactions – and that 
ambiguity prompts further Facebook use in an attempt to reduce that uncertainty. In 
courtship initiation that information gathering can be an accepted part of the courtship 
process (Chapter Four of this thesis). However, in current relationships, accessibility of 
information can lead to jealousy and negative relationship outcomes. 
The relative anonymity of social media that fuels courtship information gathering 
also facilitates the monitoring of ex-partners post-breakup (Tong, 2013). Monitoring 
behaviours were higher in those who were the recipient of the breakup rather than the 
instigator – likely due to the uncertainty caused by a partner instigating a breakup, and the 
ability to reduce uncertainty through social media monitoring.  
The role of information gathering and social media in current and past relationships 
is important to understand, and valuable as a future direction, as it can have an impact on 
emotional health and wellbeing. For example, retaining access to the social media profile 
of an ex-partner exacerbated post-breakup difficulties due to the ability to ruminate about 
an ex-partner (Tran & Joormann, 2015), and electronically monitor an ex-partner (Lukacs 
& Quan-Haase, 2015). This was especially pronounced for those who are already prone 
to rumination (Tran & Joormann, 2015). Post breakup, continued monitoring of an 
ex-partner on Facebook, or even simply remaining Facebook friends with the ex-partner, 
also resulted in lower breakup recovery and personal growth – and more so than engaging 
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in the same behaviours offline (remaining friends with the ex-partner, etc.; Marshall, 
2012). 
Therefore, one avenue for future research is to examine the relationship between 
courtship behaviour strategies, especially a reliance on information gathering and social 
media, and behaviours used to maintain a current or manage a past relationship. Sanchez, 
Munoz-Fernandez, and Ortega-Ruiz (2015) developed a scale to account for a range of 
factors comprising the way adolescents integrated the internet into their romantic 
relationships with current partners. The relationship maintenance and communication 
behaviours grouped into six factors: online control (e.g. asking your partner about who is 
writing on their wall), emotional communication (e.g. the ability to know who your partner 
is feeling based on how they write on their profile), online jealousy (e.g. getting jealous 
when your partner posts a photo with a past partner), online intrusive behaviour (e.g. when 
your partner doesn’t respond, you leave repeated online messages for them), cyberdating 
practices (e.g. when you meet someone you quickly give them your information so you can 
move the conversation online), and online intimacy (e.g. enjoying the time you spend with 
your partner communicating online). Males rated themselves significantly higher on 
intrusive behaviour and cyberdating practices, whereas females rated themselves 
significantly higher on emotional communication strategies. Using a scale such as this, 
future studies could look at the correlation between information gathering in courtship, and 
information gathering in current and ex-partner relationships, and how a reliance on 
specific behaviour groups used in courtship (Chapter Four of this thesis) may predict a 
reliance on specific behaviour groups later in the relationship. 
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Implications and Conclusion 
While most previous research has circled around the core topic of exactly how 
people are using social and modern media in courtship initiation, no other studies have 
yet fully engaged with this question. The studies in this thesis have attempted to fill an 
empirical gap by providing a range of insights into how and why people use social and 
modern media in their courtship initiation behaviours, and how these behaviours have 
changed from previously established gender norms. Through this research we have a 
stronger understanding of the shift towards indirect courtship, the range of inherently 
indirect social media strategies people are using, along with motivations and perceived 
acceptability. This thesis is also the first to engage in an examination of information 
gathering behaviours, underpinned by the inherent anonymity of social media, how these 
behaviours are integrated into courtship strategies, and how they range in acceptability. 
There are many directions open for future research opportunities to further examine how 
social and modern media are impacting the romantic courtship initiation process, and how 
these behaviours continue to develop as we continue to modernise and evolve how we 
communicate. 
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Appendix A 
Description of Social Media Platforms 
 
Facebook: Facebook is currently the most popular social media platform, where users 
(individuals, groups, and companies) can create profiles for themselves, and interact in a 
number of ways, including share comments, messages, photos, videos, and private 
messages. 
 
Instagram: Instagram is a photo-sharing and social networking application which allows 
users to take, edit, and share photos on their mobile device with their followers or the 
public, depending on their privacy settings. 
 
Twitter: Twitter is social networking site that allows users to create profiles and share 
140 character posts with their followers or the public, depending on their privacy settings. 
Particularly popular with celebrities and for up-to-the-minute current affairs and news 
updates. 
 
Snapchat: Snapchat is a program on smart phones which allows people to send pictures 
to each other, that automatically delete after a predetermined amount of time eg. 10 
seconds.  
 
MySpace: MySpace is a social network which predates Facebook, and allowed users to 
create profiles, interact and share media. It was overtaken in popularity by Facebook in 
2008, and use has declined since then. 
 
Tumblr: Tumblr is a type of social media similar to a blog, where users share content, 
and communities develop around similar interests. 
 
Whatapp: Whatsapp is a mobile phone messaging platform which uses the internet to 
send messages to other mobile phones, much like text messaging. 
 
Skype: Skype is a video and voice chat platform that can be used on any internet-enabled 
device. 
 
Online dating (e.g. RSVP): Online dating is a method of meeting potential new romantic 
partners by creating a profile for yourself, and searching for profiles of others who meet 
your criteria. 
 
Tinder, Blendr, Grindr, or other geo-locating social applications: Smart phones now 
offer applications (such as 'Tinder', 'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to 
allow you to socially meet other people close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social 
application'. They are typically used for casual sexual encounters, but can also be used for 
dating.   
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Message boards (e.g. Reddit, 4chan): Message boards host discussion forums and allow 
users to post either anonymously or after having registered. Topics covered are typically 
wide ranging and rarely restricted.   
 
Classifieds (e.g. Gumtree, Craigslist): Gumtree and Craigslist are classified-style online 
listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be used for any purpose, including 
meeting other people in the same way you would place a 'personal ad'.    
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Appendix B 
Study One – Sections Analysed in Thesis 
 
Social Media in Courtship Initiation: Presentation, Views, and Opinions 
 
This questionnaire will assess different attraction methods and the use of social media in daily 
life. You will be asked a series of questions about: 
 - Your social media use;   
- Your attitudes towards social media; and  
- The role that social media plays in romantic attraction   
 
Please answer the following questions as honestly as possible. Your answers will be completely 
anonymous. If there is a question that you feel uncomfortable about answering, simply leave it 
blank.            
 
1) Some questions will ask about your actions in terms of seeking relationships. We 
recognise that if you are in a relationship, these behaviours don't apply to you in the real world. 
HOWEVER we do ask that if you are in a relationship, you imagine that you are single for the 
purpose of that question; or think back to when you were single.        
  
2) If the question refers to a type of social media you have never used, or a relationship type you 
are unfamiliar with, or anything else that is unknown to you, please JUST SKIP THE QUESTION - 
DO NOT just mark "never" or "not at all" as this will alter the results. 
 
The following are a few important definitions that you will need to complete this survey. Please 
make sure you read them carefully.        
 
Types of Relationships         
The survey will ask you questions about different types of relationships. Specifically:         
 
Casual or sexual relationship:  A relationship where the sole basis is a physical connection or 
sexual activity, without view of a longer term, romantic relationship developing.        
 
Short-term relationship or dating: A relationship with physical attraction, but where the two 
people may also be entertaining the possibility of romantic feelings, and allowing those feelings 
to develop, without any longer term views or desires. The two people may or may not be seeing 
other people as well.        
 
Long-term relationship: A relationship with strong feelings of romantic love, and a shared desire 
to develop the relationship further together, and share a life together - through marriage or a 
continued long term romantic relationship. A relationship that has been established over a 
period of time, and where the two people are committed to each other.        
 
Non-romantic relationship: A purely platonic (i.e. friendship, non-romantic) relationship 
between any two friends of any gender and sexual orientation.          
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Other Terms    
Traditional methods: 'Traditional' or face-to-face methods of courtship include getting to know 
potential romantic partners through non-social media tactics, such as common interest groups, 
social gatherings, mutual friends, talking on the phone, etc.    
 
Modern methods of courtship: 'Modern methods of courtship' covers the use of new media in 
attracting a potential romantic partner. This can include: the internet, email, Googling someone, 
using social media such as Facebook or Twitter, internet dating, message boards or blogs, 
Gumtree or Craigslist, or smart phones applications (including 'geo-locating social applications' - 
see below).   Geo-locating social applications:  Smart phones now offer applications (such as 
'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to allow you to socially meet other people 
close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social application'. They are typically used for casual 
sexual encounters, but can also be used for dating.  Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar: Gumtree 
and Craigslist are classified-style online listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be 
used for any purpose, including meeting other people in the same way you would place a 
'personal ad'.   
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Section 1 
 
In this section of the questionnaire, we will be asking you about your opinion of various social 
media and digital dating services. 
 
Over the past 5-10 years, do you think there has there been much change in the way people 
meet their potential romantic partners? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Do you think the rise of the internet and social media have changed the way in which people 
meet their potential romantic partners? 
 Yes 
 No 
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How often do you use each of the following to meet potential romantic partners when you are 
single?  (If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back 
to when you were single.)    
 1. Never 2. 3. 4. 
Sometimes 
5. 6. 7. Always 
Facebook               
Twitter               
MySpace               
Instagram               
Online 
dating 
              
Geo-locating 
social 
applications 
              
Message 
boards or 
blogs 
              
Gumtree, 
Craigslist, or 
similar 
              
More 
traditional 
methods of 
courtship 
              
Other 
modern 
methods of 
courtship 
(give details 
below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other modern methods of courtship' you may have used to meet potential 
romantic partners below: 
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To what extent do each of the following reasons motivate your use of modern methods of 
courtship to meet new potential romantic partners?     (If you are in a relationship, please 
imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were single.)       
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Seeking a 
soul mate 
              
Seeking sex               
To ease 
boredom 
              
Easier to 
meet people 
              
Less 
confronting 
than face to 
face 
              
Time saving               
The ability to 
anonymously 
gather 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner 
              
Other (give 
details 
below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other' motivating reasons below: 
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If you were to use the following methods to meet potential new romantic partners, to what 
extent would people in general approve of your use of these methods? (If you do not use a 
particular type of social media, please simply skip that question and do not answer.)     (If you 
are in a relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were 
single.)       
 1. Strongly 
disapprove 
of your 
actions 
2. 3. 4. Neither 
approve 
nor 
disapprove 
of your 
actions 
5. 6. 7. 
Strongly 
approve 
of your 
actions 
Facebook               
Twitter               
MySpace               
Instagram               
Online 
dating 
              
Geo-locating 
social 
applications 
              
Message 
boards or 
blogs 
              
Gumtree, 
Craigslist, or 
similar 
              
More 
traditional 
methods of 
courtship 
              
Other 
modern 
methods of 
courtship 
(give details 
below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other modern methods of courtship' below: 
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To what extent do you think that the following reasons motivate other people's use of modern 
methods of courtship to meet new potential romantic partners?     
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Seeking a 
soul mate 
              
Seeking sex               
To ease 
boredom 
              
Easier to 
meet people 
              
Less 
confronting 
than face to 
face 
              
Time saving               
The ability to 
anonymously 
gather 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner 
              
Other (give 
details 
below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other' motivating reasons below: 
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To what extent has the recent increase in modern methods of meeting romantic partners 
changed the ease with which we make an initial connection of any kind with someone, as 
opposed to 5-10 years ago?    
 1. Has made it very much harder now 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Has made it no harder or easier 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Has made it very much easier now 
 
To what extent has the recent increase in modern methods of meeting romantic partners 
changed the ease with which we develop a real world romantic relationship with someone, as 
opposed to 5-10 years ago?    
 1. Has made it very much harder now 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Has made it no harder or easier 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Has made it very much easier now 
 
To what extent has the recent increase in modern methods of meeting romantic partners 
changed the ease with which we develop the following types of relationships with someone, as 
opposed to 5-10 years ago?    
 1. Has 
made it 
very 
much 
harder 
now 
2. 3. 4. Has 
made it 
no harder 
or easier 
5. 6. 7. Has 
made it 
very 
much 
easier 
now 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
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How socially acceptable is it to use modern methods of courtship to meet partners for: 
 1. Not at 
all socially 
acceptable 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
socially 
acceptable 
5. 6. 7. Very 
socially 
acceptable 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
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To what extent do you approve of people in general using the following methods to find a new 
romantic relationship partner? 
 1. Strongly 
disapprove 
of their 
actions 
2. 3. 4. Neither 
approve or 
disapprove 
of their 
actions 
5. 6. 7. 
Strongly 
approve 
of their 
actions 
Facebook               
Twitter               
MySpace               
Instagram               
Online 
dating 
              
Geo-locating 
social 
applications 
              
Message 
boards or 
blogs 
              
Gumtree, 
Craigslist, or 
similar 
              
More 
traditional 
methods of 
courtship 
              
Other 
modern 
methods of 
courtship 
(give details 
below) 
              
  
Please specify any 'other modern methods of courtship' below: 
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Section 2 
 
The next part of the questionnaire will assess direct and indirect courtship strategies. 
 
To complete the next section of the survey, there are a few other definitions you will need.        
 
Courtship: Courtship refers to the methods or strategies a person might employ in attempting to 
initiate a romantic relationship with someone. There are two types of courtship - direct and 
indirect.      
 
Types of Courtship      
 
Direct courtship: When a person interacts directly with the person they are interested in (e.g., 
calls them for a date, speaks to them at a party or lecture etc)      
 
Indirect courtship: Where a person tries to find out more about the person they are interested 
in without the other person knowing (e.g. looking up the person's Facebook page), with the view 
of eventually trying to date that person.        
 
 
 
To what extent to you think MALES would engage in DIRECT courtship strategies?     
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
To what extent to you think FEMALES would engage in DIRECT courtship strategies? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
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If a gender difference exists in the use of DIRECT courtship strategies, why do you think this 
might be? 
 
To what extent to you think MALES would engage in INDIRECT courtship strategies?     
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
To what extent to you think FEMALES would engage in INDIRECT courtship strategies?     
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
If a gender difference exists in the use of INDIRECT courtship strategies, why do you think this 
might be? 
 
Please consider the following scenario:   "Imagine you meet someone that you are 
romantically interested in. You chat for a while and exchange basic personal details. One week 
later, you go out on a date."          
(If you are in a relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were 
single.)              
Now answer the following questions: 
 
In the lead up to your date, to what extent would you search for available information about 
your date online? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
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If YOU knew YOUR DATE had searched for information about you online (eg. Facebook, 
Googling), to what extent would you feel: 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Attractive               
Uncomfortable               
Flattered               
Vulnerable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
If YOU knew YOUR DATE had searched for information about you online (eg. Facebook, 
Googling) to what extent would you rate them as: 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Controlling               
Obsessive               
Attractive               
Threatening               
Curious               
Trustworthy               
 
 
If YOUR DATE found out that YOU had searched for information about them online (eg. 
Facebook, Googling), to what extent would you feel: 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
In control of 
the situation 
              
Embarrassed               
Powerful               
Afraid               
Excited               
Uncomfortable               
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If YOUR DATE found out that YOU had searched for information about them online (eg. 
Facebook, Googling), to what extent do you think they would rate you as:  
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Obsessive               
Curious               
Threatening               
Trustworthy               
Attractive               
Controlling               
 
 
To what extent would knowing your date had searched for you online make you want to date 
them again? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
In what way would knowing that your date had searched for you online affect your choice to 
date them again? 
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Section 3 
 
Please consider the following scenario:       
 
"Imagine you are at a party or social event, and meet someone new there. This person is of the 
gender to which you are normally attracted; and you are both single. You chat for a while, 
exchange basic personal information, and then part ways." 
 
Now answer the following question:  To what extent would you find it acceptable if the person 
you just met performed the following actions?   (If you are in a relationship, please imagine 
that you are single; or think back to when you were single.) 
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Please rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all acceptable, through to 7 = Very acceptable 
        
Emailed you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Text messaged 
you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Text messaged 
you deliberately 
but under the 
guise of an 
accident so that 
they can talk to 
you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Called you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Called you 
deliberately but 
under the guise 
of an accident 
so that they can 
talk to you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Called you but 
then hung up as 
soon as you 
answered 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Went to where 
you might be in 
an attempt to 
see you from a 
distance 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Went to where 
you might be in 
an attempt to 
surreptitiously 
run into you 
(such as waiting 
outside your 
home, work, or 
class) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Asked friends 
about you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Asked someone 
who knows you 
(e.g. a mutual 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
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friend) if you 
are interested 
in them 
Browsed your 
Facebook page 
(e.g. your wall, 
your posts, and 
your pictures) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Actively 
contacted you 
through 
Facebook (e.g. 
added you as a 
friend, 
messaged you, 
and/or wrote 
on your wall) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Browsed the 
profile of 
mutual friends 
to find 
information or 
photos about 
you or that you 
may have 
posted 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Created a fake 
online profile 
(Facebook, etc) 
and attempted 
to become 
friends with 
you, to 
anonymously 
find out more 
information 
about you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Saw where you 
had 'checked in' 
and went to 
that location in 
order to run 
into you? 
(Twitter and 
Facebook now 
allow people to 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
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advertise on 
their profile 
where they are 
currently in real 
life, via 
'checking in'.) 
Actively 
searched for 
you on another 
social media 
site (e.g. 
Twitter, 
Instagram) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Googled you, or 
searched online 
for you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Tried to log in 
or hack into 
your account 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Looked up your 
address online 
or on a map 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Wrote you a 
letter/card, or 
left you a note 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Sent you a gift 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
Asked you out 
directly (via any 
method) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. Very 
acceptable 
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Section 4 
 
Do you structure your social media privacy settings to allow yet-unknown potential romantic 
interests to access to your profile? (If you are in a relationship, please imagine that you are 
single; or think back to when you were single.)     
 Yes 
 No 
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Section 6 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
Sex: 
 Male 
 Female 
 
Age: 
 
What is your religious affiliation? 
 Agnosticism 
 Atheism 
 Buddhism 
 Christianity 
 Hinduism 
 Islam 
 Judaism 
 Other 
 
Other: 
 
What is your family background with respect to ethnicity or nationality? Please select the option 
that best describes your heritage: 
 African 
 Anglo (e.g. English, Irish, Scottish, Welsh ancestry) 
 Chinese 
 Egyptian 
 European (e.g. Italian, German, Greek ancestry) 
 Indigenous Australian 
 Indian 
 Israeli 
 Korean 
 Lebanese 
 Sri Lankan 
 South African 
 Turkish 
 Vietnamese 
 Other Asian (e.g. Filipino, Japanese, Malaysian, Thai) 
 Biracial/more than one ethnicity 
 Other (the categories above do not adequately represent my background/ethnicity) 
 
Other: 
 
Is English your native, main, or most comfortable language? 
 Yes 
 No 
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If 'No'; what is your native, main, or most comfortable language? 
 
What country were you born in? 
 
How long have you lived in Australia? 
 All my life 
 1-5 years 
 More than 5 years 
 
Sexual orientation: 
 Heterosexual 
 Homosexual 
 Bisexual 
 Other 
 
Other: 
 
Are you currently in a romantic relationship? (Casual, short term, long term, etc.) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, what type of relationship? 
 Casual or sexual relationship 
 Short-term relationship or dating 
 Long-term relationship 
 
How long have you been in this relationship? 
 
How long have you currently been single? 
 
On a scale of 1 to 7, please rate the extent to which you are currently looking for the following 
kinds of relationships:    
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Platonic 
(non-romantic) 
relationship 
              
Casual or 
sexual 
relationships 
              
Short-term 
relationship or 
dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
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Do you have a Facebook account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Twitter account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Myspace account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have an Instagram account? 
 Yes 
 No 
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If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have an online dating account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Geo-locating social application account? (Such as Blendr or Grindr.) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a blog or message board presence? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
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Do you use Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
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Appendix C 
Study One – Sections Not Analysed in Thesis 
 
Social Media in Courtship Initiation: Presentation, Views, and Opinions 
 
This questionnaire will assess different attraction methods and the use of social media in daily 
life. You will be asked a series of questions about: 
 - Your social media use;   
- Your attitudes towards social media; and  
- The role that social media plays in romantic attraction   
 
Please answer the following questions as honestly as possible. Your answers will be completely 
anonymous. If there is a question that you feel uncomfortable about answering, simply leave it 
blank.            
 
1) Some questions will ask about your actions in terms of seeking relationships. We 
recognise that if you are in a relationship, these behaviours don't apply to you in the real world. 
HOWEVER we do ask that if you are in a relationship, you imagine that you are single for the 
purpose of that question; or think back to when you were single.        
  
2) If the question refers to a type of social media you have never used, or a relationship type you 
are unfamiliar with, or anything else that is unknown to you, please JUST SKIP THE QUESTION - 
DO NOT just mark "never" or "not at all" as this will alter the results. 
 
The following are a few important definitions that you will need to complete this survey. Please 
make sure you read them carefully.        
 
Types of Relationships         
The survey will ask you questions about different types of relationships. Specifically:         
 
Casual or sexual relationship:  A relationship where the sole basis is a physical connection or 
sexual activity, without view of a longer term, romantic relationship developing.        
 
Short-term relationship or dating: A relationship with physical attraction, but where the two 
people may also be entertaining the possibility of romantic feelings, and allowing those feelings 
to develop, without any longer term views or desires. The two people may or may not be seeing 
other people as well.        
 
Long-term relationship: A relationship with strong feelings of romantic love, and a shared desire 
to develop the relationship further together, and share a life together - through marriage or a 
continued long term romantic relationship. A relationship that has been established over a 
period of time, and where the two people are committed to each other.        
 
Non-romantic relationship: A purely platonic (i.e. friendship, non-romantic) relationship 
between any two friends of any gender and sexual orientation.          
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Other Terms    
Traditional methods: 'Traditional' or face-to-face methods of courtship include getting to know 
potential romantic partners through non-social media tactics, such as common interest groups, 
social gatherings, mutual friends, talking on the phone, etc.    
 
Modern methods of courtship: 'Modern methods of courtship' covers the use of new media in 
attracting a potential romantic partner. This can include: the internet, email, Googling someone, 
using social media such as Facebook or Twitter, internet dating, message boards or blogs, 
Gumtree or Craigslist, or smart phones applications (including 'geo-locating social applications' - 
see below).   Geo-locating social applications:  Smart phones now offer applications (such as 
'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to allow you to socially meet other people 
close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social application'. They are typically used for casual 
sexual encounters, but can also be used for dating.  Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar: Gumtree 
and Craigslist are classified-style online listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be 
used for any purpose, including meeting other people in the same way you would place a 
'personal ad'.   
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Section 1 
 
If someone was using FACEBOOK and developed a romantic relationship with another person, 
how likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships on FACEBOOK? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. Very 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
 
 
If someone was using TWITTER and developed a romantic relationship with another person, how 
likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships on TWITTER? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. 
Extremely 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
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If someone was using MYSPACE and developed a romantic relationship with another person, 
how likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships on MYSPACE? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. Very 
likely 
Casual or sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship or dating 
              
Long-term relationship               
Platonic 
relationship/friendship 
              
 
 
If someone was using INSTAGRAM and developed a romantic relationship with another person, 
how likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships on INSTAGRAM? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. 
Extremely 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
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If someone was using ONLINE DATING and developed a romantic relationship with another 
person, how likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships 
using ONLINE DATING?     
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. 
Extremely 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
 
 
If someone was using GEO-LOCATING SOCIAL APPLICATIONS and developed a romantic 
relationship with another person, how likely is it that they would have found the following types 
of relationships using GEO-LOCATING SOCIAL APPLICATIONS? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. 
Extremely 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
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If someone was using MESSAGE BOARDS OR BLOGS and developed a romantic relationship with 
another person, how likely is it that they would have found the following types of relationships 
using MESSAGE BOARDS OR BLOGS? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. Very 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
 
 
If someone was using GUMTREE, CRAIGSLIST, OR SIMILAR and developed a romantic 
relationship with another person, how likely is it that they would have found the following types 
of relationships using GUMTREE, CRAIGSLIST, OR SIMILAR?       
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. 
Extremely 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
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If someone was using TRADITIONAL METHODS OF COURTSHIP and developed a romantic 
relationship with another person, how likely is it that they would have found the following types 
of relationships using TRADITIONAL METHODS OF COURTSHIP? 
 1. Very 
unlikely 
2. 3. 4. No 
more 
likely or 
unlikely 
5. 6. 7. Very 
likely 
Casual or 
sexual 
relationship 
              
Short-term 
relationship 
or dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
Non-romantic 
relationship 
              
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Section 2 
 
The next part of the questionnaire will assess direct and indirect courtship strategies. 
To complete the next section of the survey, there are a few other definitions you will need.        
 
Courtship: Courtship refers to the methods or strategies a person might employ in attempting to 
initiate a romantic relationship with someone. There are two types of courtship - direct and 
indirect.      
 
Types of Courtship      
 
Direct courtship: When a person interacts directly with the person they are interested in (e.g., 
calls them for a date, speaks to them at a party or lecture etc)      
 
Indirect courtship: Where a person tries to find out more about the person they are interested 
in without the other person knowing (e.g. looking up the person's Facebook page), with the view 
of eventually trying to date that person.        
 
Please consider the following scenario:   "Imagine you meet someone that you are 
romantically interested in. You chat for a while and exchange basic personal details. One week 
later, you go out on a date."         
(If you are in a relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were 
single.)              
Now answer the following questions: 
 
On your date, to what extent would it cross your mind that your date may have searched for 
available information about you online? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
If YOU had found out information about YOUR DATE online without them knowing, what is 
the likelihood that this information would have an effect on the choice of conversation topics on 
the date?     
 1. Not at all likely 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat likely 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very likely 
 
In what way would it affect conversation topics? 
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Section 4 
 
Are you aware that people can use personal information to find out more about you online? (For 
instance, your name can be used to find your Facebook profile or Google search results.) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Knowing that people can use any personal information to find out more about you online, are 
you more careful with revealing basic personal information (name, contact details, friends, 
workplace) to people?   
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
How private are your online profiles? (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, RSVP/online dating, etc.) (If 
you do not have any online profiles, please simply skip this question and do not answer.)     
 1. Completely public, no privacy settings 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Highest privacy settings possible 
 
To what extent would you specifically modify your social media profile to present yourself in the 
best way possible with the purpose of attracting a romantic partner?     (If you are in a 
relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were single.)       
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
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To what extent would you engage in the following actions to present yourself in the best 
possible way? 
 1. Not 
at all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Only allowing 
flattering photos to 
be displayed on your 
profile 
              
Editing or deleting 
posts on your profile 
to present yourself 
in the best possible 
light 
              
Posting deliberately 
funny statuses or 
links 
              
Posting deliberately 
intellectual-sounding 
statuses or links 
              
Other actions (give 
details below) 
              
 
 
If you chose 'other actions', please give details of those actions: 
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Section 5 
 
 1. Very 
untrue of 
what I 
would 
think 
2. 3. 4. No 
more true 
or untrue 
of what I 
would 
think 
5. 6. 7. Very 
true of 
what I 
would 
think 
That they 
like their 
privacy 
              
That they 
don't have 
a grasp on 
technology 
              
Suspicious 
that they 
may have 
something 
to hide 
              
Other 
(give 
details 
below) 
              
 
 
If you chose 'other', please give details 
 
Would finding out a potential romantic partner did not have a social media presence (eg. 
Facebook account) make you want to date them? 
 Less than before 
 The same amount as before 
 More than before 
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Section 6 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
Please rate your physical attractiveness: 
 1. Very unattractive 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5 
 .6. 
 7. 
 8. 
 9. 
 10. Very attractive 
 
Please rate how physically attractive members of the particular sex that you are interested in 
would find you: 
 1. Very unattractive 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5 
 6. 
 7. 
 8. 
 9. 
 10. Very attractive 
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Appendix D 
Study Two – Sections Analysed in Thesis 
 
Social Media in Courtship Initiation: Behaviour and Use 
 
This questionnaire will assess different attraction methods, and the use of social media in daily 
life.   You will be asked a series of questions about:  
- Your social media use;   
- Your attitudes towards social media and attraction; and  
- Questions in relation to hypothetical scenarios involving romantic attraction.   
 
Please answer the following questions as honestly as possible. Your answers will be completely 
anonymous. If there is a question that you feel uncomfortable about answering, simply leave it 
blank.         
 
1) Some questions will ask about your actions in terms of seeking relationships. We 
recognise that if you are in a relationship, these behaviours don't apply to you in the real world. 
HOWEVER we do ask that if you are in a relationship, you imagine that you are single for the 
purpose of that question; or think back to when you were single.       
2) If the question refers to a type of social media you have never used, or a relationship type you 
are unfamiliar with, or anything else that is unknown to you, please JUST SKIP THE QUESTION - 
DO NOT just mark "never" or "not at all" as this will inaccurately alter the results. 
 
The first part of the questionnaire will assess direct and indirect courtship strategies. The 
following are a few important definitions that you will need to complete this section. Please 
make sure you read them carefully.     
 
Courtship: Courtship refers to the methods or strategies a person might employ in attempting to 
initiate a romantic relationship with someone. There are two types of courtship - direct and 
indirect.    
 
Types of Courtship    
 
Direct courtship: When a person interacts directly with the person they are interested in (e.g., 
calls them for a date, speaks to them at a party or lecture etc)    
 
Indirect courtship: Where a person tries to find out more about the person they are interested 
in without the other person knowing (e.g. looking up the person's Facebook page), with the view 
of eventually trying to date that person.     
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Section 1 
 
In the following questionnaire, you will be asked to imagine yourself in a number of different 
scenarios. Try to picture yourself in this scenario as vividly as possible (i.e. how you would think, 
feel, and act, if you were truly in that scenario). 
 
The questions on this page all relate to the following scenario:  SCENARIO 1:  "Imagine 
yourself walking into a party. Standing alone across the room is someone whom you find very 
attractive or someone that you are romantically attracted to. You are currently single and this 
person looks like they would be just your type. You are very attracted to this person and would 
like to go out with them."         
(If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when 
you were single.) 
 
What would you do in this situation? (if anything)  
 
How likely is it that you would try to attract their attention using direct methods? (i.e., methods 
that involve speaking to the person and directly interacting with them. For example, sitting 
down next to them, striking up a conversation, etc) 
 1. Not at all likely 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat likely 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very likely 
 
If you were to use direct methods to attract their attention, please give a step by step account of 
any methods you would use: 
 
If you would not use direct methods, why not? 
 
How likely is it that you would try to attract their attention using indirect methods (i.e., methods 
that do not include speaking to the person or directly interacting with them. For instance, 
walking past them several times, asking your friends to find out about the person rather than 
speaking to them yourself, etc). 
 1. Not at all likely 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat likely 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very likely 
 
If you were to use indirect methods to attract their attention, please give a step by step account 
of any methods you would use: 
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If you would not use indirect methods, why not? 
 
How likely is it that you would ask them out at all, directly or indirectly? 
 1. Not at all likely 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat likely 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very likely 
 
If you would not ask them out, why not? 
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Section 2 
 
Other Terms    
 
Traditional methods: 'Traditional' or face-to-face methods of courtship include getting to know 
potential romantic partners through non-social media tactics, such as common interest groups, 
social gatherings, mutual friends, talking on the phone, etc.    
 
Modern methods of courtship: 'Modern methods of courtship' covers the use of new media in 
attracting a potential romantic partner. This can include: the internet, email, Googling someone, 
using social media such as Facebook or Twitter, internet dating, message boards or blogs, 
Gumtree or Craigslist, or smart phones applications (including 'geo-locating social applications' - 
see below).   
 
Indirect information gathering: 'Indirect information gathering' refers to the ability to indirectly 
or passively gather publicly available online information about a person, typically through online 
or social media searching.    
 
Geo-locating social applications (eg. Tinder, Blendr or Grindr):  Smart phones now offer 
applications (such as 'Tinder', 'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to allow you to 
socially meet other people close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social application'. They are 
typically used for casual sexual encounters, but can also be used for dating.   
 
Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar classifieds: Gumtree and Craigslist are classified-style online 
listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be used for any purpose, including meeting 
other people in the same way you would place a 'personal ad'.    
 
Please rate how often you would engage in each of the following activities to learn more about 
the person you are interested in.  (If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you 
are single; or think back to when you were single.)  Rate along the scale where 1 = Never, 
through to 7 = Always   
        
Do you ever 
engage in 
modern 
methods of 
indirect 
information 
gathering while 
you are 
supposed to be 
working? (Such 
as Googling or 
browsing 
Facebook.) 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do you ever 
avoid or 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6  7. Always 
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sacrifice social 
opportunities in 
order to spend 
the time 
gathering 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner? 
Do you find 
yourself missing 
meals or eating 
quickly so that 
you can engage 
in, or return to 
indirect 
information 
gathering about 
a potential 
partner? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5  6.  7. Always 
Do you find 
yourself 
sleeping less so 
that you have 
more time to 
gather 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do thoughts 
about the 
information you 
have discovered 
about a 
potential 
partner occur 
recurrently or 
involuntarily 
(i.e. do you feel 
like you just 
can’t stop 
thinking about 
them)? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do you find 
yourself getting 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
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anxious about 
when you will 
next be able to 
gather 
information 
about the 
potential 
partner of 
interest? 
Do you disclose 
the indirect 
information 
gathering 
techniques you 
use to others? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Would you be 
embarrassed if 
others knew 
about the 
strategies and 
tactics that you 
use in order to 
find out more 
information 
about potential 
romantic 
partners? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
When you 
engage in these 
behaviours, are 
you careful to 
remove any 
evidence or 
trace that might 
allow others to 
discover what 
you have been 
doing? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do you ever 
enlist the help 
of others in 
your indirect 
information 
gathering 
behaviour? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do you ever  1.  2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
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engage in 
indirect 
information 
gathering in a 
group setting or 
as a group 
activity? 
Never 
Do you ever 
share the 
information you 
have been able 
to gather via 
indirect 
information 
gathering 
methods with 
others? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
Do you ever 
share your 
more successful 
indirect 
information 
gathering 
methods or 
techniques with 
others? 
 1. 
Never 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Always 
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Section 3 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you generally feel the following feelings/emotions when 
you engage in DIRECT courtship strategies. 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Confident               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
In control of 
the situation 
              
Obsessive               
Threatening               
Embarrassed               
Afraid               
Clever               
Other (please 
give details 
below) 
              
 
If you chose 'Other' above, please give details of those other feelings/emotions: 
 
If you were engaging in DIRECT courtship strategies with a potential romantic partner, to what 
extent do you think that person you are engaging with feels the following feelings/emotions? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Attractive               
Uncomfortable               
Flattered               
Vulnerable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
Afraid               
Other (please 
give details 
below) 
              
 
If you chose 'Other' above, please give details of those other feelings/emotions: 
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Please indicate the extent to which you generally feel the following feelings/emotions when 
you engage in INDIRECT courtship strategies. 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Confident               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
In control of 
the situation 
              
Obsessive               
Threatening               
Embarrassed               
Afraid               
Clever               
Other (please 
give details 
below) 
              
 
If you chose 'Other' above, please give details of those other feelings/emotions: 
 
If you were engaging in INDIRECT courtship strategies with a potential romantic partner, and the 
potential romantic partner found out, to what extent do you think that person you are engaging 
with would feel the following feelings/emotions about your actions? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Attractive               
Uncomfortable               
Flattered               
Vulnerable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
Afraid               
Other (please 
give details 
below) 
              
 
If you chose 'Other' above, please give details of those other feelings/emotions: 
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Section 5 
 
Please imagine the following scenario:  "Imagine that you meet someone briefly at a party or 
social event. You are attracted to them. You chat for a while, and exchange basic personal 
details. You want to find out more about this person, get to know them, and go out on a date 
with them.        
"You decide to turn to Facebook to help you gather information about this person. Perhaps you 
are already friends, or perhaps you simply find that their profile is public.        
"HOWEVER you also notice that the person has downloaded a new application that will inform 
the person of any 'Facebook stalking' on their page – this means that this person will know who 
you are, the number of times you have viewed their page, what you were looking at, and any 
activity that you engage in on Facebook involving them."      
(We are aware that applications like this do not exist in real life, but we ask you imagine this 
scenario is real for the moment.)      
(If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when 
you were single.)      
(If you don't use Facebook or are unfamiliar with it, please leave these blank, do not just mark 
"not at all".) 
 
How likely are you now - given this new scenario - to take the following actions?  Please rate 
along the scale where 1 = Not at all likely, through to 7 = Very likely 
        
Browse their 
Facebook 
page (e.g. 
their wall, 
their posts, 
and their 
pictures) 
 1. 
Not 
at all 
likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. 
Very 
likely 
Actively 
contact them 
through 
Facebook 
(e.g. add 
them as a 
friend, 
message 
them, and/or 
write on 
their wall) 
 1. 
Not 
at all 
likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6 
 7. 
Very 
likely 
Browse the 
profile of 
mutual 
friends to 
find 
information 
 1. 
Not 
at all 
likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5  6. 
 7. 
Very 
likely 
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or photos 
about them 
or that they 
may have 
posted 
Create a fake 
online profile 
and 
attempted to 
become 
friends with 
them, to 
anonymously 
find out 
more 
information 
about them? 
 1. 
Not 
at all 
likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6. 
 7. 
Very 
likely 
 
 
What effect would this new scenario have on your ability to initiate a relationship with this 
person? 
 1. Make it much easier to initiate a relationship 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. No effect either way 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Make it much harder for me to initiate a relationship 
 
Given this scenario, would it make you more or less inclined to attempt more traditional or 
face-to-face methods of gathering information and meeting this person. 
 1. Less inclined towards more traditional methods 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. No effect either way 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. More inclined towards traditional methods 
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Section 6 
 
The following are a few more definitions that you will need for the next sections. Please make 
sure you read them carefully.         
 
Types of Relationships   The survey will ask you questions about different types of 
relationships. Specifically:    
 
Casual or sexual relationship:  A relationship where the sole basis is a physical connection or 
sexual activity, without view of a longer term, romantic relationship developing.    
 
Short-term relationship or dating: A relationship with physical attraction, but where the two 
people may also be entertaining the possibility of romantic feelings, and allowing those feelings 
to develop, without any longer term views or desires. The two people may or may not be seeing 
other people as well.    
 
Long-term relationship: A relationship with strong feelings of romantic love, and a shared desire 
to develop the relationship further together, and share a life together - through marriage or a 
continued long term romantic relationship. A relationship that has been established over a 
period of time, and where the two people are committed to each other.    
 
Non-romantic relationship: A purely platonic (i.e. friendship, non-romantic) relationship 
between any two friends of any gender and sexual orientation.    
 
Other Definitions   
 
Tumblr: Tumblr is a type of social media similar to a blog, where users share content, and 
communities develop around similar interests. 
 
Snapchat: Snapchat is a program on smart phones which allows people to send pictures to each 
other, that automatically delete after a predetermined amount of time eg. 10 seconds.   
 
Geo-locating social applications (eg. Tinder, Blendr or Grindr):  Smart phones now offer 
applications (such as 'Tinder', 'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to allow you to 
socially meet other people close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social application'. They are 
typically used for casual sexual encounters, but can also be used for dating.   
 
Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar classifieds: Gumtree and Craigslist are classified-style online 
listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be used for any purpose, including meeting 
other people in the same way you would place a 'personal ad'.    
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Section 7 
 
Please consider the following scenario:       
"Imagine you are at a party or social event, and meet someone new there. This person is of the 
gender to which you are normally attracted; and you are both single. You chat for a while, 
exchange basic personal information, and then part ways." 
Now answer the following question:  To what extent would you find it acceptable if the person 
you just met performed the following actions?    
(If you are in a relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were 
single.) 
 
Please rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all acceptable, through to 7 = Very acceptable 
        
Emailed you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Text messaged 
you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6  7. Very acceptable 
Text messaged 
you deliberately 
but under the 
guise of an 
accident so that 
they can talk to 
you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Called you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Called you 
deliberately but 
under the guise 
of an accident 
so that they can 
talk to you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Called you but 
then hung up as 
soon as you 
answered 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Went to where 
you might be in 
an attempt to 
see you from a 
distance 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Went to where 
you might be in 
an attempt to 
surreptitiously 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
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run into you 
(such as waiting 
outside your 
home, work, or 
class) 
Asked friends 
about you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Asked someone 
who knows you 
(e.g. a mutual 
friend) if you 
are interested 
in them 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Browsed your 
Facebook page 
(e.g. your wall, 
your posts, and 
your pictures) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Actively 
contacted you 
through 
Facebook (e.g. 
added you as a 
friend, 
messaged you, 
and/or wrote 
on your wall) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Browsed the 
profile of 
mutual friends 
to find 
information or 
photos about 
you or that you 
may have 
posted 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Created a fake 
online profile 
(Facebook, etc) 
and attempted 
to become 
friends with 
you, to 
anonymously 
find out more 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
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information 
about you 
Saw where you 
had 'checked in' 
and went to 
that location in 
order to run 
into you? 
(Twitter and 
Facebook now 
allow people to 
advertise on 
their profile 
where they are 
currently in real 
life, via 
'checking in'.) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Actively 
searched for 
you on another 
social media 
site (e.g. 
Twitter, 
Instagram) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Asked you if you 
have Snapchat 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Googled you, or 
searched online 
for you 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Tried to log in 
or hack into 
your account 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Looked up your 
address online 
or on a map 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Wrote you a 
letter/card, or 
left you a note 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Sent you a gift 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
Asked you out 
directly (via any 
method) 
 1. Not at all 
acceptable 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very acceptable 
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Section 10 
 
PERSONALITY MEASURES  This is the second part of the survey, which will consist of important 
personality measures.  
 
MEASURE 1   Please indicate how well the following statements describe your personality, by 
indicating the appropriate number.     1 - Disagree strongly 2 - Disagree a little 3 - Neither 
agree nor disagree 4 - Agree a little 5 - Agree strongly 
 1. Disagree 
strongly 
2. Disagree a 
little 
3. Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
4. Agree a 
little 
5. Agree 
strongly 
I see myself as 
someone who 
is reserved. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
is generally 
trusting. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
tends to be 
lazy. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
is relaxed, 
handles stress 
well. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
has few 
artistic 
interests. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
is outgoing, 
sociable. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
tends to find 
fault with 
others. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
does a 
thorough job. 
          
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I see myself as 
someone who 
gets nervous 
easily. 
          
I see myself as 
someone who 
has an active 
imagination. 
          
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MEASURE 2  For each question please choose the number 1 - 5 to indicate the degree to which 
you feel the statement is characteristic or true of you. The rating scale is as follows:     1 - Not 
at all true or characteristic of me  2 - Slightly true or characteristic of me  3 - Moderately true 
or characteristic of me  4 - Very true or characteristic of me  5 - Extremely true or 
characteristic of me 
 1. Not at all 
true or 
characteristic 
of me 
2. Slightly 
true or 
characteristic 
of me 
3. 
Moderately 
true or 
characteristic 
of me 
4. Very true 
or 
characteristic 
of me 
5. Extremely 
true or 
characteristic 
of me 
I get nervous if 
I have to speak 
with someone 
in authority 
(teacher, boss, 
etc). 
          
I have difficulty 
making eye 
contact with 
others. 
          
I become tense 
if I have to talk 
about myself 
or my feelings. 
          
I find it difficult 
to mix 
comfortably 
with the 
people I work 
with. 
          
I find it easy to 
make friends 
my own age. 
          
I tense up if I 
meet an 
acquaintance 
in the street. 
          
When mixing 
socially, I am 
uncomfortable. 
          
I feel tense 
when I am 
alone with just 
one person. 
          
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I am at ease 
meeting 
people at 
parties, etc. 
          
I have difficulty 
talking with 
other people. 
          
I find it easy to 
think of things 
to talk about. 
          
I worry about 
expressing 
myself in case I 
appear 
awkward. 
          
I find it difficult 
to disagree 
with another's 
point of view. 
          
I have difficulty 
talking to 
attractive 
persons of the 
opposite sex 
(or the sex that 
I am 
romantically 
interested in). 
          
I find myself 
worrying that I 
won’t know 
what to say in 
social 
situations. 
          
I am nervous 
mixing with 
people I don't 
know well. 
          
I feel I'll say 
something 
embarrassing 
when talking. 
          
When mixing 
in a group, I 
          
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find myself 
worrying I will 
be ignored. 
I am tense 
mixing in a 
group. 
          
I am unsure 
whether to 
greet someone 
I know only 
slightly. 
          
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MEASURE 3   Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. 
Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. 
 1. Strongly 
disagree 
2. Disagree 3. Agree 4. Strongly agree 
On the whole, I 
am satisfied with 
myself. 
        
At times, I think I 
am no good at 
all. 
        
I feel that I have 
a number of 
good qualities. 
        
I am able to do 
things as well as 
most other 
people. 
        
I feel I do not 
have much to be 
proud of. 
        
I certainly feel 
useless at times. 
        
I feel that I’m a 
person of worth, 
at least on an 
equal plane with 
others. 
        
I wish I could 
have more 
respect for 
myself. 
        
All in all, I am 
inclined to feel 
that I am a 
failure. 
        
I take a positive 
attitude toward 
myself. 
        
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MEASURE 5   Each item of this questionnaire is a statement that a person may either agree 
with or disagree with.  For each item, indicate how much you agree or disagree with what the 
item says.  Please respond to all the items; do not leave any blank.  Choose only one response 
to each statement.  Please be as accurate and honest as you can be.  Respond to each item as if 
it were the only item.  That is, don't worry about being "consistent" in your responses.  Choose 
from the following four response options:    1 = Very false for me  2 = Somewhat false for 
me  3 = Somewhat true for me  4 = Very true for me 
 1. Very false for 
me 
2. Somewhat 
false for me 
3. Somewhat 
true for me 
4. Very true for 
me 
1.  A person's 
family is the most 
important thing 
in life. 
        
2.  Even if 
something bad is 
about to happen 
to me, I rarely 
experience fear 
or nervousness. 
        
3.  I go out of 
my way to get 
things I want. 
        
4.  When I'm 
doing well at 
something I love 
to keep at it. 
        
5.  I'm always 
willing to try 
something new if 
I think it will be 
fun. 
        
6.  How I dress 
is important to 
me. 
        
7.  When I get 
something I 
want, I feel 
excited and 
energised. 
        
8.  Criticism or 
scolding hurts me 
quite a bit. 
        
9.  When I want 
something I 
        
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usually go all-out 
to get it. 
10.  I will often 
do things for no 
other reason 
than that they 
might be fun 
        
11.  It's hard for 
me to find the 
time to do things 
such as get a 
haircut. 
        
12.  If I see a 
chance to get 
something I want 
I move on it right 
away. 
        
13.  I feel pretty 
worried or upset 
when I think or 
know somebody 
is angry at me. 
        
14.  When I see 
an opportunity 
for something I 
like I get excited 
right away. 
        
15.  I often act 
on the spur of the 
moment. 
        
16.  If I think 
something 
unpleasant is 
going to happen I 
usually get pretty 
"worked up". 
        
17.  I often 
wonder why 
people act the 
way they do. 
        
18.  When good 
things happen to 
me, it affects me 
strongly. 
        
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19.  I feel 
worried when I 
think I have done 
poorly at 
something 
important. 
        
20.  I crave 
excitement and 
new sensations. 
        
21.  When I go 
after something I 
use a "no holds 
barred" 
approach. 
        
22.  I have very 
few fears 
compared to my 
friends. 
        
23.  It would 
excite me to win 
a contest. 
        
24.  I worry 
about making 
mistakes. 
        
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MEASURE 7   Please read each of the following statements and rate the extent to which you 
believe each statement best describes your feelings about close relationships. 
 1. Not at all 
like me 
2. 3. Somewhat 
like me 
4. 5. Very much 
like me 
1. I find it 
difficult to 
depend on 
other people. 
          
2. It is very 
important to 
me to feel 
independent. 
          
3. I find it easy 
to get 
emotionally 
close to 
others. 
          
4. I want to 
merge 
completely 
with another 
person. 
          
5. I worry that 
I will be hurt if 
I allow myself 
to become too 
close to 
others. 
          
6. I am 
comfortable 
without close 
emotional 
relationships. 
          
7. I am not 
sure that I can 
always depend 
on others to 
be there when 
I need them. 
          
8. I want to be 
completely 
emotionally 
intimate with 
others. 
          
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9. I worry 
about being 
alone. 
          
10. I am 
comfortable 
depending on 
other people. 
          
11. I often 
worry that 
romantic 
partners don't 
really love me. 
          
12. I find it 
difficult to 
trust others 
completely. 
          
13. I worry 
about others 
getting too 
close to me. 
          
14. I want 
emotionally 
close 
relationships. 
          
15. I am 
comfortable 
having other 
people depend 
on me. 
          
16. I worry 
that others 
don't value me 
as much as I 
value them. 
          
17. People are 
never there 
when you 
need them. 
          
18. My desire 
to merge 
completely 
sometimes 
scares people 
away. 
          
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19. It is very 
important to 
me to feel 
self-sufficient. 
          
20. I am 
nervous when 
anyone gets 
too close to 
me. 
          
21. I often 
worry that 
romantic 
partners won't 
want to stay 
with me. 
          
22. I prefer not 
to have other 
people depend 
on me. 
          
23. I worry 
about being 
abandoned. 
          
24. I am 
somewhat 
uncomfortable 
being close to 
others. 
          
25. I find that 
others are 
reluctant to 
get as close as 
I would like. 
          
26. I prefer not 
to depend on 
others. 
          
27. I know that 
others will be 
there when I 
need them. 
          
28. I worry 
about having 
others not 
accept me. 
          
29. Romantic           
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partners often 
want me to be 
closer than I 
feel 
comfortable 
being. 
30. I find it 
relatively easy 
to get close to 
others. 
          
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MEASURE 8   The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally intimate 
relationships. We are interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just in what 
is happening in a current relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating how much you 
agree or disagree with the statement. 
 1. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. I'm afraid 
that I will lose 
my partner's 
love. 
              
2. I often 
worry that my 
partner will 
not want to 
stay with me. 
              
3. I often 
worry that my 
partner 
doesn't really 
love me. 
              
4. I worry that 
romantic 
partners won’t 
care about me 
as much as I 
care about 
them. 
              
5. I often wish 
that my 
partner's 
feelings for 
me were as 
strong as my 
feelings for 
him or her. 
              
6. I worry a lot 
about my 
relationships. 
              
7. When my 
partner is out 
of sight, I 
worry that he 
or she might 
become 
              
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interested in 
someone else. 
8. When I 
show my 
feelings for 
romantic 
partners, I'm 
afraid they will 
not feel the 
same about 
me. 
              
9. I rarely 
worry about 
my partner 
leaving me. 
              
10. My 
romantic 
partner makes 
me doubt 
myself. 
              
11. I do not 
often worry 
about being 
abandoned. 
              
12. I find that 
my partner(s) 
don't want to 
get as close as 
I would like. 
              
13. Sometimes 
romantic 
partners 
change their 
feelings about 
me for no 
apparent 
reason. 
              
14. My desire 
to be very 
close 
sometimes 
scares people 
away. 
              
15. I'm afraid 
that once a 
              
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romantic 
partner gets 
to know me, 
he or she 
won't like who 
I really am. 
16. It makes 
me mad that I 
don't get the 
affection and 
support I need 
from my 
partner. 
              
17. I worry 
that I won't 
measure up to 
other people. 
              
18. My 
partner only 
seems to 
notice me 
when I’m 
angry. 
              
19. I prefer 
not to show a 
partner how I 
feel deep 
down. 
              
20. I feel 
comfortable 
sharing my 
private 
thoughts and 
feelings with 
my partner. 
              
21. I find it 
difficult to 
allow myself 
to depend on 
romantic 
partners. 
              
22. I am very 
comfortable 
being close to 
romantic 
              
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partners. 
23. I don't feel 
comfortable 
opening up to 
romantic 
partners. 
              
24. I prefer 
not to be too 
close to 
romantic 
partners. 
              
25. I get 
uncomfortable 
when a 
romantic 
partner wants 
to be very 
close. 
              
26. I find it 
relatively easy 
to get close to 
my partner. 
              
27. It's not 
difficult for me 
to get close to 
my partner. 
              
28. I usually 
discuss my 
problems and 
concerns with 
my partner. 
              
29. It helps to 
turn to my 
romantic 
partner in 
times of need. 
              
30. I tell my 
partner just 
about 
everything. 
              
31. I talk 
things over 
with my 
partner. 
              
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32. I am 
nervous when 
partners get 
too close to 
me. 
              
33. I feel 
comfortable 
depending on 
romantic 
partners. 
              
34. I find it 
easy to 
depend on 
romantic 
partners. 
              
35. It's easy 
for me to be 
affectionate 
with my 
partner. 
              
36. My 
partner really 
understands 
me and my 
needs. 
              
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MEASURE 9   To what extent do each of the following statements accurately describe you? 
Please indicate the degree to which you personally agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements by choosing a number from the scale below that reflects your opinion.    1 = 
Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly agree 
 1. Strongly 
disagree 
2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
agree 
1. Never tell 
anyone the 
real reason 
you did 
something 
unless it is 
useful to do 
so. 
          
2. The best 
way to handle 
people is to 
tell them 
what they 
want to hear. 
          
3. One should 
take action 
only when 
sure it is 
morally right. 
          
4. Most 
people are 
basically good 
and kind. 
          
5. It is safest 
to assume 
that all people 
have a vicious 
streak and it 
will come out 
when they are 
given a 
chance. 
          
6. Honesty is 
the best 
policy in all 
cases. 
          
7. There is no 
excuse for 
lying to 
          
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someone else. 
8. Generally 
speaking, 
people won't 
work hard 
unless they're 
forced to do 
so. 
          
9. All in all, it 
is better to be 
humble and 
honest than 
to be 
important and 
dishonest. 
          
10. When you 
ask someone 
to do 
something for 
you, it is best 
to give the 
real reasons 
for wanting it 
rather than 
giving reasons 
which carry 
more weight. 
          
11. Most 
people who 
get ahead in 
the world lead 
clean, moral 
lives. 
          
12. Anyone 
who 
completely 
trusts anyone 
else is asking 
for trouble. 
          
13. The 
biggest 
difference 
between most 
criminals and 
other people 
          
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is that the 
criminals are 
stupid enough 
to get caught. 
14. Most 
people are 
brave. 
          
15. It is wise 
to flatter 
important 
people. 
          
16. It is 
possible to be 
good in all 
respects. 
          
17. P.T. 
Barnum was 
wrong when 
he said that 
there's a 
sucker born 
every minute. 
          
18. It is hard 
to get ahead 
without 
cutting 
corners here 
and there. 
          
19. People 
suffering from 
incurable 
diseases 
should have 
the choice of 
being put 
painlessly to 
death. 
          
20. Most 
people forget 
more easily 
the death of 
their parents 
than the loss 
of their 
property. 
          
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MEASURE 10     Below are twenty six statements that could possibly apply to you. Please rate 
each on how much you agree with that statement using the following scale:     1 = Strongly 
disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neither agree nor disagree 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly agree 
 1. Strongly 
disagree 
2. Disagree 3. Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
4. Agree 5. Strongly 
agree 
1. Success is 
based on 
survival of the 
fittest; I am 
not concerned 
about the 
losers. 
          
2. I find myself 
in the same 
kinds of 
trouble, time 
after time. 
          
3. For me, 
what's right is 
whatever I can 
get away with. 
          
4. I am often 
bored. 
          
5. In today's 
world, I feel 
justified in 
doing anything 
I can get away 
with to 
succeed. 
          
6. I find that I 
am able to 
pursue one 
goal for a long 
time. 
          
7. My main 
purpose in life 
is getting as 
many goodies 
as I can. 
          
8. I don't plan 
anything very 
far in advance. 
          
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9. Making a lot 
of money is 
my most 
important 
goal. 
          
10. I quickly 
lose interest in 
tasks I start. 
          
11. I let others 
worry about 
higher values; 
my main 
concern is with 
the bottom 
line. 
          
12. Most of my 
problems are 
due to the fact 
that other 
people just 
don't 
understand 
me. 
          
13. People 
who are stupid 
enough to get 
ripped off 
usually 
deserve it. 
          
14. Before I do 
anything, I 
carefully 
consider the 
possible 
consequences. 
          
15. Looking 
out for myself 
is my top 
priority. 
          
16. I have 
been in a lot of 
shouting 
matches with 
other people. 
          
17. I tell other           
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people what 
they want to 
hear so that 
they will do 
what I want 
them to do. 
18. When I get 
frustrated, I 
often "let off 
steam" by 
blowing my 
top. 
          
19. I would be 
upset if my 
success came 
at someone 
else's expense. 
          
20. Love is 
overrated. 
          
21. I often 
admire a really 
clever scam. 
          
22. I make a 
point of trying 
not to hurt 
others in 
pursuit of my 
goals. 
          
23. I enjoy 
manipulating 
other people's 
feelings. 
          
24. I feel bad if 
my words or 
actions cause 
someone else 
to feel 
emotional 
pain. 
          
25. Even if I 
were trying 
very hard to 
sell something, 
I wouldn't lie 
about it. 
          
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26. Cheating is 
not justified 
because it is 
unfair to 
others. 
          
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MEASURE 11   For each pair of items choose the one that you most identify with. If you 
identify with both equally, choose which one you think is most important or closer to you. Or, if 
you do not identity with either statement, select the one which is least objectionable or remote. 
 
1. 
 A. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 
 B. I am not good at influencing people. 
 
2. 
 A. Modesty doesn't become me. 
 B. I am essentially a modest person. 
 
3. 
 A. I would do almost anything on a dare. 
 B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person. 
 
4. 
 A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed. 
 B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so. 
 
5. 
 A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me. 
 B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place. 
 
6. 
 A. I can usually talk my way out of anything. 
 B. I try to accept the consequences of my behavior. 
 
7. 
 A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 
 B. I like to be the center of attention. 
 
8. 
 A. I will be a success. 
 B. I am not too concerned about success. 
 
9. 
 A. I am no better or worse than most people. 
 B. I think I am a special person. 
 
10. 
 A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader. 
 B. I see myself as a good leader. 
 
11. 
 A. I am assertive. 
 B. I wish I were more assertive. 
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12. 
 A. I like to have authority over other people. 
 B. I don't mind following orders. 
 
13. 
 A. I find it easy to manipulate people. 
 B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people. 
 
14. 
 A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me. 
 B. I usually get the respect that I deserve. 
 
15. 
 I don't particularly like to show off my body. 
 B. I like to show off my body. 
 
16. 
 A. I can read people like a book. 
 B. People are sometimes hard to understand. 
 
17. 
 A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions. 
 B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions. 
 
18. 
 A. I just want to be reasonably happy. 
 B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world. 
 
19. 
 A. My body is nothing special. 
 B. I like to look at my body. 
 
20. 
 A. I try not to be a show off. 
 B. I will usually show off if I get the chance. 
 
21. 
 A. I always know what I am doing. 
 B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing. 
 
22. 
 A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done. 
 B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done. 
 
23. 
 A. Sometimes I tell good stories. 
 B. Everybody likes to hear my stories. 
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24. 
 A. I expect a great deal from other people. 
 B. I like to do things for other people. 
 
25. 
 A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 
 B. I take my satisfactions as they come. 
 
26. 
 A. Compliments embarrass me. 
 B. I like to be complimented. 
 
27. 
 A. I have a strong will to power. 
 B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me. 
 
28. 
 A. I don't care about new fads and fashions. 
 B. I like to start new fads and fashions. 
 
29. 
 A. I like to look at myself in the mirror. 
 B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror. 
 
30. 
 A. I really like to be the center of attention. 
 B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 
 
31. 
 A. I can live my life in any way I want to. 
 B. People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want. 
 
32. 
 A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me. 
 B. People always seem to recognize my authority. 
 
33. 
 A. I would prefer to be a leader. 
 B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not. 
 
34. 
 A. I am going to be a great person. 
 B. I hope I am going to be successful. 
 
35. 
 A. People sometimes believe what I tell them. 
 B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to. 
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36. 
 A. I am a born leader. 
 B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop. 
 
37. 
 A. I wish somebody would someday write my biography. 
 B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason. 
 
38. 
 A. I get upset when people don't notice how I look when I go out in public. 
 B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public. 
 
39. 
 A. I am more capable than other people. 
 B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people. 
 
40. 
 A. I am much like everybody else. 
 B. I am an extraordinary person. 
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Section 11 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
Sex: 
 Male 
 Female 
 
Age: 
 
What is your religious affiliation? 
 Agnosticism 
 Atheism 
 Buddhism 
 Christianity 
 Hinduism 
 Islam 
 Judaism 
 Other 
 
Other: 
 
What is your family background with respect to ethnicity or nationality? Please select the option 
that best describes your heritage: 
 African 
 Anglo (e.g. English, Irish, Scottish, Welsh ancestry) 
 Chinese 
 Egyptian 
 European (e.g. Italian, German, Greek ancestry) 
 Indigenous Australian 
 Indian 
 Israeli 
 Korean 
 Lebanese 
 Sri Lankan 
 South African 
 Turkish 
 Vietnamese 
 Other Asian (e.g. Filipino, Japanese, Malaysian, Thai) 
 Biracial/more than one ethnicity 
 Other (the categories above do not adequately represent my background/ethnicity) 
 
Other: 
 
Is English your native, main, or most comfortable language? 
 Yes 
 No 
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If 'No'; what is your native, main, or most comfortable language? 
 
What country were you born in? 
 
How long have you lived in Australia? 
 All my life 
 1-5 years 
 More than 5 years 
 
Sexual orientation: 
 Heterosexual 
 Homosexual 
 Bisexual 
 Other 
 
Other: 
 
Are you currently in a romantic relationship? (Casual, short term, long term, etc.) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, what type of relationship? 
 Casual or sexual relationship 
 Short-term relationship or dating 
 Long-term relationship 
 
How long have you been in this relationship? 
 
How long have you currently been single? 
 
On a scale of 1 to 7, please rate the extent to which you are currently looking for the following 
kinds of relationships:    
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Platonic 
(non-romantic) 
relationship 
              
Casual or 
sexual 
relationships 
              
Short-term 
relationship or 
dating 
              
Long-term 
relationship 
              
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Appendix E 
Study Two – Sections Not Analysed in Thesis 
 
Social Media in Courtship Initiation: Behaviour and Use 
 
This questionnaire will assess different attraction methods, and the use of social media in daily 
life.   You will be asked a series of questions about:  
- Your social media use;   
- Your attitudes towards social media and attraction; and  
- Questions in relation to hypothetical scenarios involving romantic attraction.   
 
Please answer the following questions as honestly as possible. Your answers will be completely 
anonymous. If there is a question that you feel uncomfortable about answering, simply leave it 
blank.         
 
1) Some questions will ask about your actions in terms of seeking relationships. We 
recognise that if you are in a relationship, these behaviours don't apply to you in the real world. 
HOWEVER we do ask that if you are in a relationship, you imagine that you are single for the 
purpose of that question; or think back to when you were single.       
2) If the question refers to a type of social media you have never used, or a relationship type you 
are unfamiliar with, or anything else that is unknown to you, please JUST SKIP THE QUESTION - 
DO NOT just mark "never" or "not at all" as this will inaccurately alter the results. 
 
The first part of the questionnaire will assess direct and indirect courtship strategies. The 
following are a few important definitions that you will need to complete this section. Please 
make sure you read them carefully.     
 
Courtship: Courtship refers to the methods or strategies a person might employ in attempting to 
initiate a romantic relationship with someone. There are two types of courtship - direct and 
indirect.    
 
Types of Courtship    
 
Direct courtship: When a person interacts directly with the person they are interested in (e.g., 
calls them for a date, speaks to them at a party or lecture etc)    
 
Indirect courtship: Where a person tries to find out more about the person they are interested 
in without the other person knowing (e.g. looking up the person's Facebook page), with the view 
of eventually trying to date that person.     
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Section 1 
 
In the following questionnaire, you will be asked to imagine yourself in a number of different 
scenarios. Try to picture yourself in this scenario as vividly as possible (i.e. how you would think, 
feel, and act, if you were truly in that scenario). 
 
The questions on this page all relate to the following scenario:   SCENARIO 2:   "Imagine that 
you meet someone briefly at a party or social event. You are romantically attracted to them. You 
chat for a while, and exchange basic personal details. You want to find out more about this 
person, get to know them, and go out on a date with them."   (If you are in a relationship 
currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were single.) 
 
Please rate how likely it is that you would engage in each of the following activities to learn 
more about the person you are interested in.  Rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all likely, 
through to 7 = Very likely 
        
Email them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Text message 
them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6  7. Very likely 
Text message 
them 
deliberately 
but under the 
guise of an 
accident so 
that you can 
talk to them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5  6.  7. Very likely 
Call them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Call them 
deliberately 
but under the 
guise of an 
accident so 
that you can 
talk to them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Call them but 
then hang up 
as soon as 
they answer 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Go to where 
they might be 
in an attempt 
to see them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
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from a 
distance 
Go to where 
they might be 
in an attempt 
to 
surreptitiously 
run into them 
(such as 
waiting 
outside their 
home, work, 
or class) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Ask their 
friends about 
them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Ask someone 
who knows 
them (e.g. a 
mutual friend) 
if they are 
interested in 
you 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Browse their 
Facebook 
page (e.g, 
their wall, 
their posts, 
and their 
pictures) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Actively 
contact them 
through 
Facebook (e.g, 
add them as a 
friend, 
message 
them, and/or 
write on their 
wall) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Browse the 
profile of 
mutual friends 
to find 
information 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
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about them or 
photos that 
they may have 
posted 
Create a fake 
online profile 
(Facebook, 
etc) and 
attempted to 
become 
friends with 
them to 
anonymously 
find out more 
information 
about them 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
See where 
they had 
'checked in' 
and go to that 
location in 
order to run 
into them 
(Twitter and 
Facebook now 
allow people 
to advertise 
on their 
profile where 
they are 
currently in 
real life, via 
'checking in'.) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Actively 
search for 
them on 
another social 
media site 
(e.g., Twitter, 
Instagram) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Ask them if 
they have 
Snapchat 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Google them, 
or search 
online for 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
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them 
Try to log in or 
hack into their 
accounts (e.g. 
their email 
account) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Look up their 
address online 
or on a map 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Write them a 
letter/card, or 
leave them a 
note 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Send them a 
gift 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Ask them out 
directly (via 
any method) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
Other (please 
give details 
below) 
 1. Not at 
all likely 
 2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7. Very likely 
 
 
If you chose 'Other' above, please give details here: 
 
  
219 
The questions on this page all relate to the following scenario:   SCENARIO 3:   "Imagine that 
you meet someone briefly at a party or social event. You are attracted to them. You chat for a 
while and exchange basic personal details. You want to find out more about this person, get to 
know them, and go out on a date with them.   "HOWEVER imagine that you must accomplish 
these aims without using the internet, any forms of social media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.), 
Google, smart phone applications, email, or SMS."   (If you are in a relationship currently, 
please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were single.) 
 
Given these constraints, how confident would you be in your ability to pursue this person? 
 1. Not at all confident 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat confident 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very confident 
 
Given these constraints, what methods would you use? 
 
Given these constraints, please give a step-by-step account of how you would get to know this 
person, from initial contact to asking them out on a date? 
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Section 4 
 
Please indicate the extent to which the following statements are characteristic of you (i.e., your 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours) when you are romantically attracted to someone.      (If 
you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you 
were single.)    Rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all characteristic, through to 7 = Very 
characteristic 
 
"If I am attracted someone, I will try to find out all that I can about them." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
 
"If I am attracted to someone, I will get my friend(s) to find out information about them (rather 
than find out myself) so that the person won’t know that I’m interested." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
 
"If I found out where the person I liked was going to be on the weekend (e.g., a pub or club) 
then I would make sure that I would be there." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
 
"If I found out where the person I liked lived, then I would walk past their house, or would spend 
time near their house,  just in case they came out." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
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"If I am attracted to someone, I will make sure that I hang out in the same places as they do." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
 
"If I am attracted to someone, I’ll just go up and talk to them, and potentially ask them out." 
 1. Not at all characteristic 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat characteristic 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very characteristic 
 
Now, rate these statements according to how “true” they are of you (i.e.  how well these 
statements describe you)    (If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are 
single; or think back to when you were single.)   Rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all true 
of me, through to 7 = Very true of me 
 
"I enjoy the thrill of “chasing” someone that I like." 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
 
"When I fall for someone, it is usually hard for me to think about anyone or anything else." 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
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"I would rather chase the guy/girl that I like without them knowing about it, than go up to them 
and ask them out." 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
 
"I typically fall for guys/girls that I have no hope of going out with" 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
 
"Once I am attracted to someone, I will do anything to get them to notice me, no matter how 
foolish." 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
 
"When I am attracted to someone, I find myself doing things that I usually wouldn't do to just to 
be near them." 
 1. Not at all true of me 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat true of me 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very true of me 
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Section 5 
 
Please imagine the following scenario:  "Imagine that you meet someone briefly at a party or 
social event. You are attracted to them. You chat for a while, and exchange basic personal 
details. You want to find out more about this person, get to know them, and go out on a date 
with them.        
"You decide to turn to Facebook to help you gather information about this person. Perhaps you 
are already friends, or perhaps you simply find that their profile is public.        
"HOWEVER you also notice that the person has downloaded a new application that will inform 
the person of any 'Facebook stalking' on their page – this means that this person will know who 
you are, the number of times you have viewed their page, what you were looking at, and any 
activity that you engage in on Facebook involving them."      
(We are aware that applications like this do not exist in real life, but we ask you imagine this 
scenario is real for the moment.)      
(If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when 
you were single.)      
(If you don't use Facebook or are unfamiliar with it, please leave these blank, do not just mark 
"not at all".) 
 
Overall, to what extent would this new scenario impact on your normal methods of 
information-gathering about this person? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
Please give details on how this new scenario would impact on your normal methods of 
information-gathering about this person, including what you may do more or less of, or what 
you would do instead. 
 
Given this scenario, how likely are you to attempt to gather information or initiate a relationship 
with this person? 
 1. Not at all likely 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat likely 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very likely 
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Section 6 
 
The following are a few more definitions that you will need for the next sections. Please make 
sure you read them carefully.         
 
Types of Relationships   The survey will ask you questions about different types of 
relationships. Specifically:    
 
Casual or sexual relationship:  A relationship where the sole basis is a physical connection or 
sexual activity, without view of a longer term, romantic relationship developing.    
 
Short-term relationship or dating: A relationship with physical attraction, but where the two 
people may also be entertaining the possibility of romantic feelings, and allowing those feelings 
to develop, without any longer term views or desires. The two people may or may not be seeing 
other people as well.    
 
Long-term relationship: A relationship with strong feelings of romantic love, and a shared desire 
to develop the relationship further together, and share a life together - through marriage or a 
continued long term romantic relationship. A relationship that has been established over a 
period of time, and where the two people are committed to each other.    
 
Non-romantic relationship: A purely platonic (i.e. friendship, non-romantic) relationship 
between any two friends of any gender and sexual orientation.    
 
Other Definitions   
 
Tumblr: Tumblr is a type of social media similar to a blog, where users share content, and 
communities develop around similar interests. 
 
Snapchat: Snapchat is a program on smart phones which allows people to send pictures to each 
other, that automatically delete after a predetermined amount of time eg. 10 seconds.   
 
Geo-locating social applications (eg. Tinder, Blendr or Grindr):  Smart phones now offer 
applications (such as 'Tinder', 'Blendr' or 'Grindr') which use GPS technology to allow you to 
socially meet other people close-by. These are called 'geo-locating social application'. They are 
typically used for casual sexual encounters, but can also be used for dating.   
 
Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar classifieds: Gumtree and Craigslist are classified-style online 
listings that can be posted anonymously. They can be used for any purpose, including meeting 
other people in the same way you would place a 'personal ad'.    
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How often do you use each of the following to meet potential romantic partners when you are 
single?  (If you are in a relationship currently, please imagine that you are single; or think back 
to when you were single.) 
 1. Never 2. 3. 4. 
Sometimes 
5. 6. 7. Always 
Email               
SMS, texting, or 
Whatsapp 
              
Skype               
Facebook               
Twitter               
MySpace               
Instagram               
Online dating 
(eg. RSVP) 
              
Tumblr               
Snapchat               
Geo-locating 
social 
applications 
(eg. Tinder, 
Blendr, Grindr) 
              
Blogs               
Forums or 
message boards 
(eg. Reddit) 
              
Gumtree, 
Craigslist, or 
similar 
classifieds 
              
More 
traditional 
methods of 
courtship 
              
Other modern 
methods of 
courtship (give 
details below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other modern methods of courtship' below: 
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To what extent do each of the following reasons motivate your use of modern methods of 
courtship to meet new potential romantic partners?     (If you are in a relationship, please 
imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were single.)  
 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Seeking a 
soul mate 
              
Seeking sex               
To ease 
boredom 
              
Easier to 
meet people 
              
Less 
confronting 
than face to 
face 
              
Allows me to 
feel more in 
control of 
the situation 
              
Time saving               
The ability to 
anonymously 
gather 
information 
about a 
potential 
partner 
              
Other (give 
details 
below) 
              
 
 
Please specify any 'other' motivating reasons below: 
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To what extent have you used modern methods of courtship to meet partners for casual or 
sexual relationship? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
To what extent have you used modern methods of courtship to meet partners for short-term 
relationship or dating? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
To what extent have you used modern methods of courtship to meet partners for long-term 
relationship? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
 
To what extent have you used modern methods of courtship to meet partners for non-romantic 
relationship? 
 1. Not at all 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. Somewhat 
 5. 
 6. 
 7. Very much so 
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Section 8 
 
Please consider the following scenario:    "Imagine you are at a party or social event, and meet 
someone new there. This person is of the gender to which you are normally attracted; and you 
are both single. You chat for a while, exchange basic personal information, and then part ways." 
 
Now;  Imagine if the person you just met performed the following actions. Please indicate the 
extent to which you would feel each of the following emotions in response to each action.    (If 
you are in a relationship, please imagine that you are single; or think back to when you were 
single.)   Please rate along the scale where 1 = Not at all, through to 7 = Very much so 
 
Emailed you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Text messaged you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
Text messaged you deliberately but under the guise of an accident so that they can talk to you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Called you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Called you deliberately but under the guise of an accident so that they can talk to you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Called you but then hung up as soon as you answered? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Went to where you might be in an attempt to surreptitiously run into you (such as waiting 
outside your home, work, or class)? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Asked friends about you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Asked someone who knows you (e.g. a mutual friend) if you are interested in them? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Browsed your Facebook page (e.g. your wall, your posts, and your pictures)? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Actively contacted you through Facebook (e.g. added you as a friend, messaged you, and/or 
wrote on your wall)? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Browsed the profile of mutual friends to find information or photos about you or that you may 
have posted? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Created a fake online profile (Facebook, etc) and attempted to become friends with you, to 
anonymously find out more information about you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Saw where you had 'checked in' and went to that location in order to run into you? (Twitter and 
Facebook now allow people to advertise on their profile where they are currently in real life, via 
'checking in'.) 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Actively searched for you on another social media site (e.g. Twitter, Instagram)? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Asked you if you have Snapchat? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Googled you, or searched online for you? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Tried to log in or hack into your account? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Looked up your address online or on a map? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Wrote you a letter/card, or left you a note? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
 
 
Sent you a gift? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Asked you out directly (via any method)? 
 1. Not at 
all 
2. 3. 4. 
Somewhat 
5. 6. 7. Very 
much so 
Flattered               
Uncomfortable               
Excited               
Threatened               
In control of 
the situation 
              
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Section 9 
 
Throughout this survey, we have asked you questions examining how social media can be used 
to find potential romantic partners, and discover more information about romantic 
partners. Now we would like to know if YOU have ever used social media in this way (that is, 
have you ever used social media to pursue a romantic interest)?        
Please tell us about how using social media has influenced your love life. For instance, 
have you used it to find a romantic partner, or to find out more information about a potential 
romantic partner? Did you find the information useful? Did it increase or decrease your 
attraction to your romantic interest?        
(Please note all responses will be anonymous, and you can skip this question for any reason.) 
 
We would also like to know if you are aware of a time when SOMEONE ELSE has ever used social 
media in this way to find out information about you, or get closer to you. Please tell us if 
someone has used social media in an attempt to initiate a romantic relationship with you?       
(Please note all responses will be anonymous, and you can skip this question for any reason.) 
 
We would like to know about your opinion of others who engage in indirect information 
gathering about a potential romantic partner. Do you know anyone who has engaged in these 
kinds of indirect information gathering behaviours before? What was your opinion of them and 
their behaviour? Did that change how you see them? Please give as much detail as you would 
like.     
(Please note all responses will be anonymous, and you can skip this question for any reason.) 
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Section 10 
 
MEASURE 4   Please read each statement and indicate how much the statement applied to you 
over the past week.  There are no right or wrong answers.  Do not spend too much time on any 
statement.     The rating scale is as follows:     1 - Did not apply to me at all  2 - Applied to 
me to some degree, or some of the time  3 - Applied to me to a considerable degree, or a good 
part of time  4 - Applied to me very much, or most of the timeIMPORTANT: These statements 
refer to the past week."Over the past week, I..." 
 1. Did not apply 
to me at all 
2. Applied to me 
to some degree, 
or some of the 
time 
3. Applied to me 
to a considerable 
degree, or a good 
part of time 
4. Applied to me 
very much, or 
most of the time 
I found it hard to 
wind down. 
        
I was aware of 
dryness of my 
mouth. 
        
I couldn't seem to 
experience any 
positive feeling at 
all. 
        
I experienced 
breathing difficulty 
(eg, excessively 
rapid breathing, 
breathlessness in 
the absence of 
physical exertion). 
        
I found it difficult to 
work up the 
initiative to do 
things. 
        
I tended to 
over-react to 
situations. 
        
I experienced 
trembling (eg, in 
the hands). 
        
I felt that I was 
using a lot of 
nervous energy. 
        
I was worried about 
situations in which I 
might panic and 
        
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make a fool of 
myself. 
I felt that I had 
nothing to look 
forward to. 
        
I found myself 
getting agitated. 
        
I found it difficult to 
relax. 
        
I felt down-hearted 
and blue. 
        
I was intolerant of 
anything that kept 
me from getting on 
with what I was 
doing. 
        
I felt I was close to 
panic. 
        
I was unable to 
become 
enthusiastic about 
anything. 
        
I felt I wasn't worth 
much as a person. 
        
I felt that I was 
rather touchy. 
        
I was aware of the 
action of my heart 
in the absence of 
physical exertion 
(eg, sense of heart 
rate increase, heart 
missing a beat). 
        
I felt scared 
without any good 
reason. 
        
I felt that life was 
meaningless. 
        
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MEASURE 6   A number of statements that some people have used to describe themselves are 
given below. Read each statement and then select the number to show how well you believe the 
statement describes you. 
 1. Not at all like 
me 
2. Slightly like 
me 
3. Mainly like me 4. Very much 
like me 
1. My sexual 
appetite has 
gotten in the way 
of my 
relationships. 
        
2. My sexual 
thoughts and 
behaviors are 
causing problems 
in my life. 
        
3. My desires to 
have sex have 
disrupted my 
daily life. 
        
4. I sometimes fail 
to meet my 
commitments and 
responsibilities 
because of my 
sexual behaviors. 
        
5. I sometimes 
get so horny I 
could lose 
control. 
        
6. I find myself 
thinking about 
sex while at work. 
        
7. I feel that 
sexual thoughts 
and feelings are 
stronger than I 
am. 
        
8. I have to 
struggle to 
control my sexual 
thoughts and 
behavior. 
        
9. I think about 
sex more than I 
        
240 
would like to. 
10. It has been 
difficult for me to 
find sex partners 
who desire having 
sex as much as I 
want to. 
        
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Section 11 
 
Please rate your physical attractiveness: 
 1. Very unattractive 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5 
 .6. 
 7. 
 8. 
 9. 
 10. Very attractive 
 
Please rate how physically attractive members of the particular sex that you are interested in 
would find you: 
 1. Very unattractive 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5 
 6. 
 7. 
 8. 
 9. 
 10. Very attractive 
 
Do you have an email account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a phone capable of SMS, texting, or Whatsapp? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
242 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have Skype? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Facebook account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Twitter account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
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Do you have a Myspace account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have an Instagram account? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have an online dating account? (eg. RSVP) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Tumblr account? 
 Yes 
 No 
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If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have Snapchat? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you have a Geo-locating social application account? (Such as Tinder, Blendr or Grindr.) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you use blogs? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use them? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
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Do you participate in forums or message boards? (eg. Reddit) 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use them? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
 
Do you use Gumtree, Craigslist, or similar classifieds? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If yes, how often do you use it? 
 Daily 
 Several times a week 
 Once a week 
 Several times a month 
 Once a month 
 Once every few months 
 Never 
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Appendix F 
Factor Analysis Scree Plot – 22 Items 
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Appendix G 
Total Variance Explained – 22 Items 
 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.372 24.417 24.417 4.876 22.162 22.162 3.215 14.615 14.615 
2 3.067 13.942 38.359 2.591 11.779 33.941 2.887 13.121 27.736 
3 2.340 10.635 48.994 1.793 8.152 42.092 2.326 10.571 38.307 
4 1.719 7.812 56.806 1.307 5.939 48.031 2.139 9.724 48.031 
5 1.152 5.235 62.041       
6 .996 4.527 66.568       
7 .850 3.865 70.432       
8 .762 3.463 73.895       
9 .657 2.987 76.882       
10 .615 2.794 79.677       
11 .586 2.663 82.340       
12 .517 2.351 84.691       
13 .505 2.297 86.988       
14 .478 2.171 89.159       
15 .424 1.927 91.086       
16 .393 1.788 92.875       
17 .375 1.704 94.579       
18 .339 1.541 96.120       
19 .313 1.425 97.545       
20 .236 1.071 98.616       
21 .195 .885 99.501       
22 .110 .499 100.000       
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Appendix H 
Factor Analysis Scree Plot – 17 Items 
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Appendix I 
Total Variance Explained – 22 Items 
 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 4.156 24.448 24.448 3.699 21.757 21.757 2.914 17.142 17.142 
2 2.892 17.010 41.457 2.452 14.423 36.180 2.200 12.938 30.080 
3 2.015 11.853 53.311 1.501 8.828 45.008 1.947 11.453 41.533 
4 1.422 8.363 61.674 1.136 6.683 51.691 1.727 10.158 51.691 
5 .962 5.656 67.330       
6 .880 5.174 72.504       
7 .695 4.087 76.592       
8 .603 3.549 80.140       
9 .548 3.225 83.366       
10 .543 3.196 86.562       
11 .500 2.944 89.505       
12 .426 2.503 92.009       
13 .394 2.318 94.327       
14 .364 2.140 96.467       
15 .248 1.457 97.924       
16 .222 1.307 99.231       
17 .131 .769 100.000       
 
